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VARIOUS ASPECTS OF THE MARKING PRACTICES OF 39 SECONDARY
SCHOOL TEACHERS FROM TWO SCHOOLS IN METROPOLI TAN
NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE, WERE STUDIED. SPECIAL
MARKING EXERCISES CONTAINING STANDARD GATA ON HYPOTHETICAL
STUDENTS /ERE USED TO STUDY THE MARKING PRACTICES OF TEACHERS
UNDER MOKRE UNIFORM CONDITIONS THAN EXIST IN THE CLASSROOM. A
COMPARISON OF THE MARKING PRACTICES DURING ONE SEMESTER WiTH
THE PRACTICES DURING THE FOLLOWING SEMESTER, AFTER AN
INSERVICE TRAINING PROGRAM, SHOWED THE INSERVICE TRAINING HAD
LITYLE EFFECT ON THE TEACHERS®' GRADING PRACTICES AND NO
IMPACT ON THE MARKING EXERCISES..THE STUDY SHOWED THERE Is
CREAT VARIABILITY IN THE AVERAGE MARKS OF INDIVIDUAL TEACHERS
ON ALL TYPES OF CLASSRKOOM MEASURES. THE MARKING EXERCISES
ALSO REVEALED YHAT MOST TEACHERS .INTERPRET NUMERIC DATA IN AN
ABSOLUTE RATHER THAN A NORMATIVE FASHION. (AL)
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- ~ Abstract

“Various aspects of the marking practices of 39 secondary
school teachers from two schools in Metropolitan Nashville-
Davidson County, Tennessee were studied intensively.. The impact
of a special in-service program on the assignment of marks was
also investigated.

Analysis of marks assigned by the teachers during the first
semester of 1965-66 showed that average marks on quizzes and
daily work are higher than those assigned for six-week tests
and that marks assigned for six-week periods are higher than
tl_xose on semsster exams. Despite these mean differences, there
is great variability in the average marks of individual teachers
on all types of classroom meéstu'eb. 'Tha same general results
were obtained for second semester data {following the in-service
program) with the only difference being that average marks for
all types of classroom measures are lower ifor the ssccnd semester.,

‘A positive correlation was found between average class marks
and average class IQ for both semesters. Correlations betiween
IQ and marks esaigned by individual teachers vary from slightly
negative to above .80. Individual differences in the magnitude
of thess corrslations can be only partially accounted for by -
differences in range of abiiity from one class to the next. The
relationships among marks for different six-week perio@a and the
final semester exam tend to be unitformly high irrespective of the
megnitude of the relationship between IQ and semester marks. This
is trus of the data for both semesters.
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Variation in final semester marks is highly predictable
from marks assigned for six-week periods and the semester exam.

The semester exam and third six-week marks generally account

L L PP O

However, there is great variation from teacher to teacher in the

relative importance of six week and semestar exam marka.

yd Special Marking Exercises containing standard data on

hypothetical students were used to study the merking practices

of teachers under more uniform conditions than exist in the
classroom. Inter-teacher agreement is generally high on these
exercises although there is great variation in the tiarks assigned
to speciflé students., The variance in marks assigned on these
exercis'es is almost entirely accounted for by data in the exercises
but the importance of specific types of data tend to be determined
largely by the statistical :'ch'ai'ieterist:lcs of the scores built

i.nto the exercises, e;g. a quiz with'large variability is more

important than a ma jor exai. This strongly suggests that teachers

~ are largely u.aware of the effects of differential varisbi litﬁ in

B o e et sn e A

data with which they work. Alsé, the marking exercises reveal

7_!shai: most teachers mterpret numeric data in an absolute prather
i then normative fashion. The in-serv:lce training had no apparent
z :lmpaot upon the marking practices on the exercises.

- Pinally, the self-reported marking practices of the ’"t:eaehers
reflect great individusl differences with respact to the basis
for marking and the importance attached to a mltitude of factors
considered in the assignment of marks. "7No substantial changes 3

[

's’olf-rep'orted practices resulted from the in-service program.'
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INTRODUCTION

Tho assignment of marks to students is one of tne most
important. responsibilities of the classroom teacher., The marko
which a student recsives influence his life in several ways,
First, marks are typically the only data which & student and-. .
his parents pegularly receive regarding his success in the s - S
ochool ootting. Marks are therefore the primary channal through..
which the student and his parents have an opportunity to asgess .
the correspondence between actual performance and selfe- or |
parontal-impoood_ aspirations, Second, marks are frequently . ‘
employed for administrative action such as sectioning studonts
secording to ability, s%lecting students for specia. recognition,
ste. The marks a student rooeives can thereby be dooiaivo in
determining the nature of tho future training and oppertunities
which he ‘rocoivoa within the school program. Finally, the marks
a student reoeivoa have a tremendous bearing upon his future .
opportunities beyond the school setting. School marks have
traditionally been cne of the most inportant factors in collsgs .
adnissions and in the selection of personnel for various typoo,
of S8pecialized training or employment. The use of marks for
suci'; purposes is becoming increasingly important as more and moro/
atuglonto seek admissions to college and more and more employers
roq‘uire\ a. sooondai'y education of job applicants, Thore cen be
1itt lo doubt that marko are of considerable practical oignificanoo
to a student when one recognizes the variety of ways in which the
at.udoni:'a 1ife 1s influenced by them,
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In sv'“e of the almost universal use of marks in our
schools and the cruecial role which they play in shaping a student's
Tuture, rolatively little research has been conducted reécantly on
the actual process of assigning and reporting marks. The evidence
which has besn collected consistently indicates that practices
related to the assigqmeét and reporting.ef marks are better
characterized by diversity from ons teacher to the next and from -
one schuol tc the next than by any standardization of practices,
See Roelfs (1948; 1955), Jansen (1960) and Vroman, et. al. (1962).
This general result holds for individual teachers within a
specific subjact magtter and school as well as for teachers
working in different subject matters and different schools,
Policiea designed to decrease the. diversity of marking practices
within a school have alsuv been found to vary greatly from school
to schooi. See Jansen (1960) and Terwilliger (1966). The upshot
is that marks assigned by ane beacher cerry. qutte dtffarsat
neaning than:do.uhgse-aanigned,by.anobhe? teacher,: even if both
teachers teach the same subject at the seme school. This is
clearl& illustrated in the results of a recent survey of . thLe
marking practices of nearly L4000 secondary school teachers con-
ducted by the writer, (Terwilliger, 1966)

Phese data, along with studies of the reliability of marks
Starch and Elliot (1912; 1913), Johnson (1925); Morlan (1931);
Diederich, et al. (1961) preaent a rather dismal Pplcture of the
process of markins a8 it is typically done in the schools, 1In

spite of this, little research has teen conducted recently .cn

.

the marking process, Just ss significant ag the lack of research
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1s the manner in wh! h the topilc of marking is treated in
textbooks on measurement and evaluation for teachers. An

examination of several of the currert texts reveals that only a

-

few pages are typically &evoted to marking and the topic is
generally discussed from a very broad philosophical point of view,
Little 1s offered in the way of concrete suggestions or specific
criticisms of methods currently used by many classroom teachers.

~This study attempts to answer several questions concerning
the marking practices of secondary school teachers. These
qnestiens may be surmarized as follows:

(a) With respect to data from quizzes, tests, homework,
special projects, etc.

{1) what is the difficulty level (mean score) and to
what extent does this difficulty vary from teacher
to teacher?

(2) what is the discriminability (standard deviation)
and to what extent does this vary from teacher to
teacher?

(3) what is the relative weight of each type of data
(determined by multiple regression) in the assign-
ment of merks and to what extent de these weights
vary from teacher to teacher?

(4) what is the relationship of standardized test scores
to these data a2nd how does this vary from teacher to

| teacher?
(b) With respect to final semester marks

(1) what is the average mark assigned and how does this
vary from teacher to teacher?

(2) what is the variability in assigned marks and how
does this vary from teacher to teacher? .

(3) what 1s the relative weight given tc marks in
previous marking periods and the final semester exam?

(4) what i1s the relationship of standardized test scores
to semester marks and how does it vary from teacher
to tea-~her?

Ye o RIRAUAS
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(¢) With respect to the marks assigned to a class of 20

(@)

.sublect matter aveas and to compare data collected in

(e)

hypothetical students for which certain standard data
are provided .. . S o

(1) what is the reliability of the marks (inter-teacher
agreoment) and to whet extént does this vary from
one gsubjsct area tc thes nsxt

(2) what is the relative weight of various types of
data (quizzes, tests, homework, etec.) and how do
these weights vary from teacher to teacher? '

Aﬁﬁanalysis of self-reported mevking practices will also
be made to check for systematic differences between

this fashion with actual marking data based upon school
records and the class of hypothetical students.

A final major .question of the study deals with the
degree to which the marking practices of secondary
teachers can be influenced by a concentrated in-service
training program. This question will be answered by
comparing actual school marks, marks assigned to

- hypothetical students, and self-reportad marking practices

after training with those obtained prior to the training,
i1.e. a repetition of the analyses described in (a), (b),
(¢), and (d) after special training.
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3 | GENERAL DESIGN

%‘ Participating Schools

' The project described in this report was undertaken to study
intensively the process of student marking in two secondary séhoola
in Metropolitan Nashville. -Davidson cduniy, Tennessee. The

schools participating in this research were selected 80 as to
represent different geographic end socio-economic cross-secuions
of the entire Metropolitan Nashvi®1le School System. Selected data
deseribing the two schools are preseptgd'ih.Taple 1.

‘Table 1
Selected Descriptive. Data on the Two Participating Schools

Scheol A School B }
Grade Levels 7-12 C7-12 ;
Approximate - 1500 1600 B
Total Enrollment ¥
Total Faculty 61 67 *
Age of Building 6 36
in Years . .
Percent of 1966 .. . 85 .. 55
Graduates College~Bound

' . YL s, Yo . ,

Socio-Economic Character- Middle to upper Middle to upper- :

istics of District Served class, predominantly middle,.predomi-
upper-mniddle; father nantly middle;
occupation primarily father occupation
managarial or profes- primarily mana-
sional; newer suburb- gerial or small
an area business; older
‘o established resi-
dential area

4‘:_/}‘(?5.( PRI
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5 Number of Participating 21 18
Teachers , _ o '
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; - The principals of the tipo schools were contacted during the
| latter half of the first semestep of the 1965-66 school yeai,

At that time s the general objectives of the research were discuseed :
" and the pr ,osed stud“ 8 outiined in deta:.l. Bach principal,

ln turn, discussed the project with members »f his faculty and
| obtained their cooperatien ay partic:lpant:s in the stugy,

Parti 1gat$_.__ng Teachers .

The teachers partdcipating ln the‘ pJ?oject represent all

| faculty members in the two selected schools who were teach:lng
"academic" subjects in grade levels 9-12 during the 1965-66

school year., ("Academic" subjects are.defined as classes in

A s Mo A e e s

foreign .la.nguage_s. langusge arts, mathematies, science; or social
studies for purposes of this investigation.) A total of 39 (21
at School A and 18 at School B) participatdd in the study. -

e e vge s oY e

Selected blographical data for the participants is presented in ;
Table 2, '
The reason for restricting participation to teachers in only

the academic areas is simply that the process of marking itself

is undoubtedly quite different in academic, vocational » and

ARSI Ak ar

f service courses. Since the objectives of 1nstructicn and the
| methods of evaluation tend to differ for academic as opposed to

non-tcedemic subjects, the present :lnvestigation was limited to |

a consideration of only the fcrmer. The in-service program de-

e B s 2 kb

scribed :below could therefors be developed with primary focus ;

o Nl skl 40

upcn those problems and issues in the assignment of merks which

are of most concern in academic subject areas.
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Table 2

“Biographical Data for the
Participating Teachers

School A School B Total

PR TS ST RTEN i UV i Ve o\ St VO S ATy
ek :‘%f’*.‘z‘:i\véﬁ.‘:pﬁ%sz&;\ﬁ\*»‘«;;s@’ﬁ:@é«:z»\

Sex
Female : 16 12 28
Male 5 6 11
Total Years '
. Experience .

] Less than 5 5 1 6

6-10 8 5 13

11-20 5 3 8

% More than 20 3 .9 12

k- _Highest Degree .

= B.A. or B.S, 8 6 1

g M.A. . 12 12 2l

2 Ed.S. 1 0 1

: Subject Area

.. . Foreign Lang. 5 2 7
Ee ' Lang, Arts 5 L 9

‘ Mathematics 1 3 1.
g Science 3 3 6

. Socigl Studies Iy 6 10
In-Service Program

A special in-service training program on marking practices
was developed as part of the over-all study. The primary objective
of this program was to discuss with t;he participating teachers
, certain philosophical and practical issues involved in the assign-
ment .of marks to students.

Each teacher was assigned an identification number at the
first training session and was assured that all data collected
- during the course of the project would be identified by nuzber
only. Teachers at School A were assigned the numbers 01-2) ‘and.

.;teachers at School B were assigned the numbers 30-43 and 45-48

Ve
A F AL A

(Teacher Ll chose not to participate after the first session).

. . These numbers will be used in the. presentation and discussion of

all data for individual teachers.

v
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The early part of the in-service program was devoted to
basic notions in classroom testing and the statistical treatment
of test results. The latter portion o. the program was concerned
with ways in which test and othes types of classroom performance
data can most appropriately “e translsted into school _marka.

An outline of the topics covered in the program and a fuller dise
cussion of the materials used can be found in Appendix A,

The in-service program began during the third week of the
second semester of the 1965-66 school year. The program conaisted
of weekly one-hour sessions after school over an eight weel period

during the early and middle part of the second semester. Thess

sessions were held on Monday at School A and on Tuesdéy et School B, ;

Since participation in the project was voluntary, there was no
requirement that teachers attend all the in-service sessions,
Therefore, no attendance records were kept on individual teachers.
However, the sessions were generally well attended and it was

rare for more then 3 or i teachers to miss a session.

The in-service training differed in one major respect from
the initially planned program. It was originally proposed that
the in-service program extend over an eight-week period with
two hours per week for a total of 16 hours. It became apparent
that ‘this was not going to be possible during the initial dis-
cussion of the project with the school principals. Eack hour of
rarticipation in the program meant an additional hour spent at
the .achool for all the participating teschers., Since the remaining
teachers (non-academic subjects) in the two schocis were making

o compareble investment of time and energy, the problem of "morale"

e s e

T ]




LR TSP

9

and cooperation among the participents would have been serious
for a 16 hwur program. Therefore, the 8 hour program was: adopted

as a compromise between what would be oot .al in terms of coverago

. N i - e % A
VA 3T S T BRI L It R AR T e T AT B

of topics and wrat would be optimal in terms of the motivation and

cooperatioﬁ of the participants.

AN ST St R

xges‘gg Data Collected

<Al ran

Several different types of data were collected during the

WS A 2,

et

course of the project in order to obtain a comprehensive picture
" “of the marking practices of the participating teachers. Each
type of data gives unique information about marking and provides

A AR L Lol a1

answers to questions concerning different facets of the process

of assigning marks., The varicus types of dafa‘collected and

'analyzcd in the present project are doscribed briofly in the

U § APV ERLIZ P SUNC PN

following sections.

S R I T 1S

; 1. Marking Questionnaire Data

A self-report instrument entitled sinply "Marking Questionnaire"
was constructed and administered to all participants during the

i first in-service trsining sessien., This questionnaire is bassd
upon a previous instrument used in ¢ national survey of the

; marking practices of approximately 4000 secondary teachers

" (Terwilliger, 1966). The questionnaire consists of three sections
(Part I-Identifying Information, Part IT-Marking Practices, and
Part ITI-Attitudes COncorning Marking) and is 1a}geij.mn1tiple-
choice in format. Data from Parts I and II only wiii be discussed
in this report. S |

In Part I, each teacher was asked to specify the first class

he (or she) taught on Monday. Data for this class onl 11y were

i
3
5
Iy
)




10

collected and analyzed in this m. Therefore, the findings
to be reporte¢ in following sections are restricted to only one
specific class taugh® by each of the participating teachers.
The extent to which the results may have been different if all
classes taught by the participating teachers had been included
1s not known. - . o

" The participants were asked to complete the Marking Ques-
tionnaire a second time late in the second semester of the 1965-66
school year. A ccmplete copy of the questionnaire is presented
in Appendix 8.
2. Marking Exercise (Simulation) Data

Two forms (A snd B) of a specially dosigned Marking Exercise

were used in the study. The purpose of the exercises was to
study the marking bshavior of the participating teachers under
‘more controlled conditions 7than exist in the natural school setting.
Each form consists of a description of 20. hypothetical students
‘sinnilat:lng 'a class which the participant is - assume he has Just
taught for a six-weeks period. Brief biographical sketches are
provided for each student along with data representing quiz,
examihat';io'n,’ ar:'daily homework scores. Each participating
te-ac'he.r ‘was asked to as8ign-marks.to each of the hypothetical
students using the same procedures as with hsa - own students
_ inso-far as possible. Form A was administered as a "take home"
problem at the beginning of the in-service program and Form B
was aduinistered late in the second semester. 4 oay of
Ferm 4 and a fullqr description of .5t are given in Appandix C.
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: 3. Standardized Test Data

Hiaéoriéally, standardized sptitude tests came into existence
18 & means of predicting achievement in the classroom as re-
flected by marks a student mades. Standardized achievement tests
came into oxiatoncé because the maiks of different teachers do
not necessarily represent the sams type and amount of achievement.
A vast body of research on the rolationship between acores on
standardized measures {(aptitude and achievement) and average
achool.ﬁarka suggests a moderstely strong positive relationship.
However, little is known concerning the relﬁtionahip of standard-
1zed test scores and the marks assigned by individual teachers.

A major question of this studv 1is concerned with the'general
nature of this relationship and the degree to which it varies
from teacher to teacﬁer. Therefore, standardiged fest data
available in the central office at each of the participating
schools were collected.

The general procedure was to obtain a complete class noster
for the first class taught each Monday by each participating
téd&her (fhe 6n1y ciasi uaéd.ror each teacher in this study) and
to record from the school files all available standardized test
data for each student on each roster. Due to the nature of the
testing programs at the two schools, different data are available
for students in different grade levels. Table 3 summarizes the %
types of scores obtained from the records at each school. The

only standardized test score available for students at all grade

B U e et h it o8 8 4 o v e > e

levels in both schools is the Otis Quick Scoring Test of General
Ability (IQ).
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Table 3

Standardized Test Scores! Obtained from
Student Files at the Participating Schools

School A School B
MAT MAT
Word Knouwledge : Reading
Reading ] Spelling
' : Spelling Language
\ Language Soc. Stds. Info.
Grade 9 Language Std. Skills. Arith. Computation
Arith, Computation ~ - Arith. Prob. Solving
Arith,. Prob. Solving Science

SOO [ Stds o InfoO
Soc. Stds. Skills
Science

Otis Otis

MAT
Reading
Spelling
SR Janguage
Grade 20"  Soc. Stds. Info. Same as 9th grade
.- Arith. Computation
Arith. Prob. Solving

Science
Otis .. .
Grade 11. Otis Same as 9th grade
ACT. ACT
English English
. -, - Mathematics Mathematics
Grade 12 ‘Social Studies -Social Studies
- .+.; Natural Science Natural Science
Composite ' : Composite :

Otis Otis -

Pt A P
-
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cer o
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IStqnine scores were recorded for all Métropoiitan Achiéfément
! Tests (MAT); ac? standard scores were recorded for all American

. College (ACT);.and standard IQ scores for the Otis Quick-Scoring
Test (COtis). ' ' : -

A otenet V

’ . IR SR R .
4. Teacher Marking (Grading) Data
. The £inal type of data collected is that whéch 1s most central

to the project. The actual marks or grades assigned by each

E.
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teacher t6 the students enrolled in his {(or her) first class

sach Monday were reproduced from the teacher!'s grade record

book. To assure that all data (including quizzes, nomework, |
tests, etc.) were obtained, actual photographic copies cf each' |
teacher's record book were made on copying machines aveilabie )
in the central offico at each school. All date available in each
teacher's record boolr for both the first and second scmesters of
1965-66 were Quplicated. The only exceptions were a few instances
in which record btocks could nov be located. These are noted in
the discussion of the results. |

The amount and relativs completeness of the data available

-*in the teacher record books naturally varies great'ty from teacher

' to teacher, In order to analyze systemat:lcally the data foo .

all teachers according to a general procedure, it was recessary

to 1imit the amount and type of data 1nc1uded. irepection of the
grade record books revealed that many teachers had recorded a
complete set of narks or scores for no more than three assignments
or quizzes during a given six-wesks period. Therefore, a decision
was made to limit the number of” recorded marks or scores to three
for assigmments and quizzes during any six-wueks period. In
addition, a six-weeks daily average, a six-weeks exam, and a
final) six-weeks mark were recorded for each of the three marking
periods in a given semester. Semester exam marks and final semes-
ter marks were also recorded. This results in a total of 20

possible merks or scores for each semester. Of course, many

teachers had not assigned this many marks.
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A brief comment should be made concerning the nature of the

data available in the teacher grade record books. With few

exceptions, all test, quiz, and other data were recorded by

teachers in the form of letter grades (A, B, etc. ) e

This means

that no direct numerie Scores weres availsble for most teachers.,’

'I'he teachers explained the exclusive use of letter marks resulted

from a system-wide policy prohibiting. the use of numeric data

in any form. Although many teachers (as well as ‘the investigato;®

expressed disagreement; with this policy, few were wi

1ling to vio-

late it. Some teachers went to the extent of keeping. two separste

record books, one for their own use with numerice 'data and a second

for the "offiqial" records with letter grades only.

These teachers

would allow only the "official™ records to be used in . his study,

This has two' important consequences for this study.

(4 ~

First, the exclusive use of letter marks obscures many ' of’

the issues which this study set out to clarify. Wwhe

marks are recorded in a teacher's record book it is

n only letter
not possible-

to disti':guish the measurems::t process from the evaluation process,

That is, concepts such as "difficulty level" and "discriminability"

refer to characteristiecs of classroom tests whereas

concepts such

as "marking standards" refer to practices employed by the teacher

in making value Judgments concerning performance on tests and

other ass ignments., Since numeric data are not available in this

8tudy, no conclusions can be drawm concerning- the measurement

devices employed by these teachers. Consequently, it is impossible

to determine what role classroom measurement plays in the assign-’

ment of marks.
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Second, much of the material specifically developed for and
used in the in-service program was irrelevant for these teachers.
For example, alX of the material on the organization and statis-
tical treatment of test and quiz scores 1s meaningless in a
situation where the use of scores is actively discounraged.
Similarly, mauch of the material on test construction and item

nalysls loses its meaning without the notion of quantifiable
test results. Under these circumstances, the potential impact
of the in-service program is considerably diminished.

A final (but less important) consequence cf the use of
letter marks is that all teacher records had to be translated
into some arbitrary numeric scale for purposes of data analysis.

The scale adopted in this study 1s described in the nexi section.
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RESULTS

. The presentation of the results will be s‘tructured according

to the warious types of data péeviously mentioned. The data for

ek

ns‘li‘v'idual teae‘hez‘-s are presented in appendices when they are
too. complex to be summarized easily in tavular form. Whene ver-—
individual data are presented, teachers will be identified by

number cnly. For most types of data, separate summaries for each

'school_ and for both schools combined will appear in the text of

the report and the more detailed results on_which these summaries
are based can be found in the appendices. Foml statistical
tests have not been used since the primary objective of she study
is to explere the nature and magnitude of 1ndividua], differences
among the teachers. The reader who is interested in formal
campar:lsons g:maong various groups of teachers (e.g. School A vs,

School B, Language Arts vs. Mathematics, etc.) will usually find

. the necessary raw data in an appendix,
Standardized Test Data

. Perhaps the most meaningful way to contrast the two schools

_1s to examine the standardized test data obtained from the student

files. Be;'ore doing so, two. comments are in order. First, data
for only those students in one particular class taught by each
participating teacher were obtained from the school files, Second,

complete test data were not avai:%.able for all the students in

_oeach class used in tue study. For these reasons the data pre-

sented here may not be Pepresentative of the total stutent bodies

at the two schools,

6
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It was previcusly noted that different types of standard-
1zed test scores were available for the different schools and ‘
grade levels within a school (sde Table 3). Therefore, the
standardized test data are presented gaparately for each grade
level wnd each school. Tables =10 present the sample sizes,
means, standard deviations and intercorrelations of standardized
test scores for each grade level from 9 through 12 at the two
‘participating schools. The only excection is grade 11 at School A
where the only test data available is the Otis. The mean IQ
for the 57 students in that group is 118 and the standard deviation
is 10.5 . |

The avesage Otis IQ is well above that for an unselected
sample £rom the general population in gll grades at both schools.
As might be expected, there tends to be less variability than in
the general population. It appears from inspection of these data .
that the lQ, scores in Scﬁool A tend .to be reliably higher than in
School B (especielly in grades 10 and 11) despite the fact ‘thai;
both school averages are abcve the value for the general pop.ul.ation.
No formal test of the hean difference in ]fQ was made since these
ars not random samples from tho two schools and because the explor-
gticn of such differences was not considered relevant to the
prasent study.

The intercorrelations among the various test scoros within
each grade tend to be reasonably high although there are percep-
table dirferences between the schools. The median correlation of
IQ with all types of achievement scores in School A is .62 and in
School B it 1is «56. The reason for this difference is not knowm
although 1t may reflect a generally higher (and more uniform)
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Table

« .

Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations Among Test Scoresl:2
| Ninth Grade--School 4  (N=89)

)

Caivar s EOEA0 wiR
4y f\r\‘\ BRI DRSS

.
LA .
-t e g, .

% .

Metropolitan Achievement Test

- Wk R S L ISS AC AP  SSI SSS Sei Otis

AP 3hy 189 51 627 5BL 726  ---

S3I 556 694 7 4% W70 5 516  ---

533 520 553 461 557 1423 608 55 682 .-

Sel 509 3560 530 349 413 491 459 665 598 ...

Otiz 550 557 553 612 531 559 619 560 B6L E15 ..

Mean 7.1 6.9 7.0 6., 6.3 6.8 6.9 7.0 6.8 6.6 116
1.7 1. 1. 1.5 1, 8.3

]Tha following abbreviations are used for subtests of the Metro-
politan Achievement Tests:

WK-Word Knowledge AC-Arithmstic Computation
R-Reading AP=Arithmetic Problem Solving
: Sp-Spelling SSI-Social Studies Information
j L-Language . S8S-Social Studies Study Skills
: LSS-Language Study Skills Sci-Science

ZStanine scores were used on all Metropolitan Achievement Tests.
3 Decimal points have heen omitted in all correlation matrices.
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;i Table 5

: Moans, Standard Deviations and Correlations ‘Among Test Scores
] Tenth Gradé--3chool A (N=129)‘ .

Hetropolitan Achisvement Test

R Sp L 'SSI AC AP  Sci Otis

sp 585 oo

L 736 636 e

SSI 521 395 560 eea

AC 601 540 703 483 .. _
. St 53 Uy S o % m |
H c i ooe .
F | Otis 699 629 771 655 &93 642 628 o--

Mean 6.3 6.2 6.0 6.0 5.9 6.0 6.5 112
D, 1.6 1.8 1.9 1. 2.1 2.0 1.7 1.1

. ] ] - ) s "3 8.
_ Table 6
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations Among Test Scoresgl?’?

Twelfth Gradé.-School A (N=77)

s sebe

Americen Col;‘lege‘ Test

E M SS NS c Otis

M 60  —ew .
SS 527 596 . eee

NS L99 635 764 .-

C - 735 822 6871 877 <--
"Otis 613 727 697 707 828 . ---

Meam 20.9 22 23.6 -23.2 22.5 117
SD . h'oa 507 5.6' 50!‘. l'.os 903

: l'l‘he following abbreviafibns are used for the American College
| Tests (ACT):

E-English NS-Naturel Science
M-Mathematiecs C<Composite
3S-Social Studies

2Ac'l' standard scores are employed.
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" Table 7

0
e

Wb
b

s
z!‘ﬁ

e

Means, Standard-Deviations and Correlations Among Test Scores
Ninth Gradoo-School B (N‘38)

N R R RSN

Patects 1y’ 2
A h;t
W2

¥
2

. Metropolitan Achievexﬁerit Test

;‘((L(t‘,] \_y":l‘fll““ D“
[ k?/,‘x‘u ¥

v

SR A R

et
R

‘R Sp L SSI AC . AP Sei Otis

% 31 -
L 419 847 == . .

SSI 505 6522 WU6 e=a .

258 338 250 U481 . ---

se1 Lo an, 38 el %2 o

c aoon
Otis hso ﬁg% 11522 - 682 555 ?73 597 -

Mean -7.%"- h4° 7.8 7.6 7.2 7.1 6.4 115
.-.SD .16 2.0 1 8 10!'. 1 9 201 1 7 9.5

S R
o
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Table 8

N/

Means, Standard Deviations and Co'relations Among Test Scores ;
Tenth Grade--School B  (N=11%)

Metropolitan Achievement Test

. I N T
£l SR AEGOS AR

R Sp L SSI AC AP Sci Otis

T e Gl

w
e ]
w
o
w
'
H
H

¥, . 0 TN
I TR R A TR

iC 516 36k 596 351 w--
so1 G 32 38 2 ohy ide
Otls Lo, -478 627 327 568 588 53l ewe

Mean 'S. 1 5.1 &, . d 5.5 1
" 30 33 3 Sk b2 $3 g s
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Means, Standard Deviations and C
- Eleventh Grade--Sc

- Table 9

2l

orrelations Among Test Scores
hool B." (N=87)

- Metropolitan Achisvement Test

-

Y

R Sp

Sp 516" aaa

L 609 615

Otis 655 ?36

Mean 506 509
SD 1.6 1.7

L

SSI - AC
507  =ee
=
522 uh3
5.9 6.1
1.8 1.5
Table 10

AP

598

595

6.2
1o

Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations

Twelfth Grade--School B " (N=38)

Awerican College Test

B
E - o o
M 551
°s 581
NS 561
c 803
Otis 610
M.m 19 ol
SD .

M

311

806
646

19.7
7.6

SS

62 -

W2
i
22.0
5.1

Sci O0Otis

552  oee

5.6 107
1.7 10.5

Among Test Scores

NS G Otis
85 em-
52 730 -
21.5 20.8
54 L4.6

- . S
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achievement motivation in School A which would tend to make

2,

general ability a better predictor of achievement. This

éxplanation 1s also consistent with other known characteristics

pronat s

of the twe scheols, s.g. the percent of the 1966 graduatss who
are college bound. : "

The correlations among the various measures of achievement

within each group tend to cluster in the o}40- .60 range with
occasional higher or lowep velues, The lowest single correl'ation

among the achievement measures is .22 and the highest ( excluding

R | P N -

part-whole correlations) is .86. These data certainly suggest
that the concept of "general aciaievement" 1s a valid one where
achievement is defined by performance on measures of this
type.

_F_"_:lggg Semester Grade Dats

The data reproduced from the first semester grade record

bookz of the participating teachers were anaiyzed in several
aifferent weys. The first step was to convert all letter merks
into numeric values., 2 13-point numeric scale was adopted foé
this purpose since i% was deemed desirable to kepp distinct all
38ible letter marks from A+ through F., The following conversion
wa3 made for all letter grades: A+=13, A=12, £-=11, <--, D=3,
De=2, and F=1. All analyses of the teacher grading data were made
using this 13-point scale. o

l. Marks Assigned ior Tests, Quizzes, and Other Work During
Six-Week Marking Periods

We will begin our consideration of the marking data by re-
stricting attention only to those marks based upon wori done

within individual 8ix-yeek marking periods. As previously notea,
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,Data from four teachers in School A could not- be included in this

Nerhvn. ey

a3

A

up to three different quiz, test,.or homework marks were re-
corded for each teacher for each marking period. A daily

average and a six-week test mark were also recorded when avallable
for each pe2iocd. This yields a total of 15 such marks for the
three six<week periods in the first semester. The means and
standard deviations for all marks recorded by a teacher were

computed in all cases where relatively complete data were availabie.

analysis due to the incompletensss of their records.

Table 11 shows the distribution of these means (using the
13-point scale) by school and type of data, i.e. six-week tests
vs. quizzes and daily work. The distributions in Table 11
graphically illustrate the individual differences between teachers
(and within a teacher on different occasions) with respect to
"stqn,dards" of performance. The data in Table 11 constitute
warking "norms" based upor a total of 3l quizzes and daily assign-
ments (188 in School A and 156 in School B) and 85 six-week tests
(46 in Scheol A and 39 in School B). I% is quite clear that
teachers in both schools employ higher standards on six-week tests
than on daily work and quizzes le.dm over-all mean of 6.9 (C+) as
compared to 8.0 (B-). There 1s ulso evidence that teachers in
S,choo;. A assign higher marks than do thoss in School B. Perhaps
this reflects a conscious attempt to adjust standards of perform-
ance to compensate for a higher general ability level at School A.
Despite thase average differences, there tends to be greater var-
iability within School B than in School A. For example, Teacher 33
(Remedial English) gave 11 quizzes and daily assignments with an




% i
% Table 11 ;
B Distribution of Mean Class Merks For P
3 Quizzes, Daily Work and Six-Week Tests :
= First Semester -

: : School A s School B - . ~ Total

: Frequencies Frequencies

: Mean Dally Work Six-Week Daily Work Six-Week Dally Work Six-Weeck

: Mark & Quizzes Tests & Quizzes Tests & Quizzes Tests

; 13.0

12.:5 1 1

: 12.0 2 0 2

: 11.5 7 6 13 _

g 11.0 10 1 5 15 1

10.5 1)1 1 5. 19 1

4 10.0 20 3 6° 1 26 h

3 9.5 9 0 7 1 16 1

9.0 16 S 1 3 30 8

E 8.5 23 2 17 8 40 10

i 8.0 19 2 20 2 39 L

; 7.5 17 1 11 4 28 5,

: 7.0 12 8 1l 2 26 10

: 6.5 .15 6 11 3 26 9

: 6.0 10 L 6 3 16 7

i 5.5 6 6 7 4 13 10

: 5.0 5 1 6 1 11 5

R 1 2 6 1 7 3

< 4.0 0 1l 9 1 9 2

3.5. 0 0 2 0 2

: 3.0 1 3 1 L 1

i 2.5 0 1 1. 1 1

¢ 2.0 1 1 0 2 o)

f 1.5 1 1

3 100 :
; N 188 46 156 39 Bh% 85 :
1 SD 1. 1.7 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.9 :,

2

3 over-all mean érade of 4.2 (D+) while Teacher 48 (Latin I) gave

O
“‘.?{s e

12 qhizébsmand daily assignments with a composite mean grade cf

10.6 XA-). Similar differences obtain for sixe-wsek tests when

" spécific extreme teachers are selected.
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A second type of analysis was performed for a subsample
of five teachers from each school. Multiple regression equations
predicting rix-week marks from all data recorded in each marking
period were .etermineé. '-“.z gieluu‘
informetion; (a) the degree ot'prodictability of assigned six-
waék'maiks, and (b) the relative weight each piece of data carries
in the pfediétion of the assigned mark. Since this analysis wés
exploratory and involved only ten teachers, the results and dis-
cussion are presented in Appendix D,
2. Marks Rsported to Parents

The most important marks to the student are those which
appear on his report card. The marks reported each semester to
students and their parents in the secondary schools of Nashville
are the three six week marks, the semester examinatién mark, and
the final semester mark. The means and standard deviations for
each of these marks are given for each teacher in Table 12. The
only exceptions are Teachers 3, 21, Ll, and 42, In each of these
cases the apprcpriate dsta were not available when the record -
books were duplicated. These data reveal in great detail the
nature and extent of differences among individual teachers with
reépect to their practices in assigning marks. For example, con-
tr-st the.uean marks éssigned By Teacher 17 with those assigned
by Teacher li, The mean for the first teacher is about 9.0 (B)
and for the latter it 1s 5.5 (between C- and C). This is a

substantial differsnce and is not entirely explained by differences

in the ability'iovels of these classes. (The mean IQ in the first
class is 121 and in the second it is 113.)
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A more compact summary of the data in Table 12 is provided
in Table 13 where the grand mean grade and the variability among:
the mean grades is given for each six-we=% period, the semester
exam, and the final aemeater marik. Table 13 again reveals that
teachers in School 4 tend to mark higher than do teachers in
, Schoel B, The average in School B shows a 'emarkable consistency
aerosa the three grading perlods but, as with the quiz and daily
marks, there tenda to be alightly greater variation from tegzher
f i to teacner tha.n 1n School A. In bo*'h sohoola there is a notice-
able drop in semester exam marks ds compared with obher reported
; marks. | ' .

‘ _ Despite the overan high abil:lty level, there remained con-
8 - siderable variation in mean IQ from class to class.
A check was made to see’ if the variability in the average
- final rxark might be explained by 'differencea in the average

A e .y
P

general ability of t:.he classes. The correlation between average
class IQ and a\ierag‘e fiaal mark was .computed for both achools
combined (N=35_)f and found: o be .57. Therefore, slightly over

[ one-fourth- of tixe variabizl:lty' in average assigned marks can be
accounted for by dii‘ferenees-in the average abil:lty as measured
by the Otis. A'.substantial portion of the variability. in average
marks 1s evidently due to other factors.

P

The intercorrelations of IQ and marks for each 8ix weeks,

L final exam and total semester were also obtained within each clacs

with at least 15 students with complete data. Sixteen teachers in

School A and 12 in School B met this criterion. The resulting

matrices are shown in Appendix E. The correlations between IQ

. ot

snd final semester marks are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 13
Méans and Standard Deviations of
Average Reported Maris
First Semester

st 2rd 3rd Sem.

28

1 Sen.
6Wks 6 Wks 6 Wks . Exam  Mar

School A M 801 708 709 608

(N=19) s 1.b4t - 1.3 1.3 1.3

School B M 7.1 7.1 7.1 6.1

(N=16) SD 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.3

Total M 7.6 7.5 7.5 6.5

oua SD 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4
‘ Tableiih

Distribution of Correlations 'of Otis IQ
with First Semester Marks

r Scheol A - School B Total
75
+ 70 e 2
.65 3 3 é
60 1l 1
.55 1 1
.50 ) 1l e
45 2 : 2
G 1 1l
.35 2 2
«30 2 2
.25 L 2 6
.ig
.05 1 1
000 )
"005 1 1
-010 1 1
: % R
SD 2l . g 22

M O ey
DIV D o

1"
3
X
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It is difficult to generalize from samples as small as
those given in Table ih. However, two features of the data
deserve comment. The average correlation of IQ snd final marks
is substantially higher and the variability in this relationship
is less from teacher vo teacner in Scho6l B. The distributions
tend to be bimodal in both schools with one group of teachers
clustered in the .60-.70 range and a second group clustered around
«25-.35. -

81nce the general abllity level is higher in School A, it
seems reasonable to assume that the lower average correlation of
IQ and merks might be a result of atte nuation due to restriction
of range in ability. Specifically, thcse cases in which the
correlation 1is very low may simply be the most able (and least
variable) classes with respect to the Otis. This is borne out
in the two cases whers small negative correlations were obtained.
In each instance, the mean IQ is greater ‘than 120.and the standard
deviation is about 6.0. Yet, some caution is needed in offering
this explanation for all low correlatione because counter-examples
are¢ also availaele, e.g. the correlation between IQ .and marks is
10 for one class with a mean IQ of 12} and a standard deviation
of 5.0 and is .60 for a second class with a mean of 121 and a
standard deviation of 9.0. '

It is also instructive to contrast the magnitude of the
Otis-mark correlations with the intercorrelations anong the marks
for individual teachers (see Appendix E).  Although no attempt has
been made to formally summarize these, it is obvious that the Otis

is aot accounting for a large part of the general variance in
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P marks since the intercorrelations among marks are typically in
the .80-.90 range w *e the correlations with the Otis are much
lower. This tends to be true regardless of mean IQ level in a
ciass.

A final analysis of the marking data consists ¢f deriving
a multiple regression equatiocn for each teacher predicting seméater
marks from marks for the three six-wea‘i':‘ periods and the semester
exam. The zero=-crder correlations among these variables are given
for sach teacher in Appendix E. The purpose of this analysis is
to determine the over-all pred:lctab;lity of semester marks from
other previcusly recorded data and to ascertain the relative
weight given to each type of data in the determination of semester
marks. Multiple regression equations were-obtained’fbr'19 teachers
from School A and 16 teachers from School B. The remaining teachers
did not have complete data for all the appropriate variables.

The results of thé multiple regression analyses are presented
in Table 15. The values in the right-hand column indicate that ‘
semester marks are highly predictable from previous marks. This
i1s not surprising since teachers typically average previous marks
in some fashion to obtain a final mark, Of course, if the final
marks actually represent some linear combination of the six-week
and final eiam marks then they would be perfectly predictable.

This is approximately the case for most teachers. 1In specific
instances where a substantial proportion of the variance in final
marks is not accounted for (e.g. Teacher 33) it may be that other
factors such as special projects or term papers entered into the

determination of marks.
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] 3 - Table 15

Percent of Variance in First Semester
Marks Accounted for by
Period and Semester Exam Marks

Taachar Six.lWeelr Pericd Semester Toval
Number 1 2 3 Exam
1l 12 22 33 32 99
2 21 9 35 28 93
L 29 10 28 30 97
5 20 17 33 29 99
6 4o 15 37 97
7 15 1 36 28 93
8 37 10 1 38 96
"9 17 3 28 19 68
10 21 15 28 28 92
11 5 24 18 46 93
12 1 .7 87 99
13 6 29 32 23 90
1y 25. 31 25 17 98
15 10 24 Lo 98
16 0 17 . 26 51 ol
1 2 1 25 56 ol
1 1, 22 38 . 23 .. 97 .
" 19 21 25 23 28 97
20 .22 37 20 .. 21 .. 100 . .
30 15 11 23 48 97
31 12 25 36 . 22, - 95
32 26 28 1 28 96
.. 33 22 34 <5 31 82
3 5 27 50 17 99
3% . on a4 a2y 39 .. 98
36 9 13 33 38 93
37 2y 11 27 . 36 . 98
38 35 21 21 23 100
: 39 y 0 15 66 15 96
B e 7 29 36 27 99
.. 43 31 30 =13 50 98
45 12 20 20 43 95
... L6 56 13 6. 16 91
| ug 23 22 23 28 96
L 19 22 30 27 98
.Mean (A) 15 21 30 30 96
Mean (B) 19 22 2% 31 96
. Mean (Total)l? 21 .2 . 30 96

<
'
.
!
.
;
§
&
5
2
*
s
T
i
;
’
;




- e e e e e — B i I S - R L U P

32

The general ordering of the four predictors with reapect to
“variance accounted for" is the same in both aschools. The first
two marking periods are relatively less important than the third
period and the final exam. There is a slight tendency for the
total variance to be more swvenly distributed across the fouve
predictors in School B. .

The data also clearly indicate that there are extreme indi-

. vidual deviations from the general trends Just noted. Teacher 12,

for example, apparently looked almost exclusively at work done

in the third six-week pericd since 87% of the final marks are

. accounted for by that period. The same is true to a losser extent

" for Teacher 39. Teachers 33 and I3 represent rare examples where
one predictor (third six-week mark) actually contributes negatively
to tha overall prediction., This means that this predictor is
partialling out variance in finel marks which the other predictors
have previously accounted for. The net result is that the total
variance accounted for is reduced.

Marking Exercise (Form A)

All participating teachers except one completed the ‘Marking
Exercise (Form A) in the wesk between the first and second in-
service sessions. The primary purpose in collecting these data
wes to obtain marks assigned by each teacher under known and
standardized conditions. This, of course, is not possible in
the natural classroom setting where sach teacher must deal with
a unique group of students using his own measurement and eval-
uation procedures. The distributions of assigned marks for the

20 hypothetical students in Form A of the Marking Exercise are




shown in Table 16.

since the difference in results hetween the schools was alight.

3
0

Distribution of Assigned

i
Marks for Marking Exercise (Form A)
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These data are for both schools combined

N h et nme e ———

Student ,
Number D- D D+ €~ C C+ B- B B+ A- A A+ M SD
l 7 8 8 14y 1 7.8 1.2
2 2 3 11 22 n.l .8
I 21 7 65 zﬁ 6.8 1.1
-3 2 2 5 3 1  8.71.41
[ 4 6 20 1 1 8.2 1.2
7 1 19 9 4 5 . 6.8 1.2
8 1 16 6 7 8 7.1 1.
.9 3 2 517 6 3 2 . 6.0 1.1
10 9 8 9 12 10,6 1.2
11 13 3 913 4.6 1.3
12 3 b 2 8 6 3.6 1.6
R 1 11 4 715 4.6 1.3
T L 1y 2 . 5.0 1.2
16 % 521 5 1 2 5.9 1.3
1 2 11 16 1 . 5.01.2
1 0 6 1715 o7 1.2
19 6 1 816 3 1 3 5.6 1.6
20 1 6 7 7 11 10.9 1.2

Inspection of the distributions in Table 16 shows obvious

and consistent discriminations bde ing made among the 20 students.
This is also reflected in the great variation in the mean marks
for the 20 students and the relatively low variability of the

marks for most students. The consistency among the marks of the

B e e e s 6 A e

" 38 teachers is also demonstrated in the intraclass correlation (R)
whick is .80 for these data. (R was computed so that the average
differences among teachers were treated as -error.) - Viewed in the

context of vhat is known about raéing techniques, these data would

A r ey

appear to reveal a relatively high degres of agreement among teachers, !
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However, from another peint of view, these data are not
necessarily encouraging. It could be argued that an R=,80 is
not really so high when one considers the fact that all teachers
were given the identical date on which to base their marks. Under
these circumsbances, the variability in the-msvks given to certain
students (e.g. Students 9, 12, and 19) seéﬁ; unreasonable. The
explanation of such variability undoubtedly lles in differerices
among teacherg in the snzbjective values which are attached to
different typgs of dzta available for each student.

Multiple regressicn equations were bomputed for each teacher
in order to determine the effectivs weight given to each of ths
seven scores avallable from the Marking Exercise. Table 17 giwves
the percent of variance in assigned marks accounted .for b& eaqh
of the scores given in the exercise. There is one important
difference between thesé data and the data given in Table 15.
Whereas each of the predictors aﬁd the criterion variable wer;
generated by the individual teachsr in the analysis of the first
semester marks, only the criterion variéble is genarsated by the
teachsr in this analysié. The means, standard deviations, and.
correlations among the predictors are fixed and are the same fér
all teachers in the present case (see Appendix C). To ‘a certein
extent the range of weights which these.predictors'can carry 1is
restricted. However, a teacher who combines the predictors in
specific ways can also exercise a great:&eal of- control over the
weights. One basic purpose of this analysis was to determine the
extent to which 1nd1v1du61 teachers succeeded in produciﬁé weights
which reflect the importance they attach to vaﬁious types of dsta.
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! Table 17

Percent of Variance in Assigned
Marks Accounted for by the Seven
Scores in Marking Exercise A

I.D. duiz Numbap Wk 6§ Wk - Homswor
No. 1 -2 3. ) Test  Test Averags
1 11 12-.25 .25 . 21 7 . -12
2 11 -5 20 43 13 10 -6
3 19 12 0o 5 . 3 . 2 R b1
% -1 =6 6 8 1] 57 19
7 122 16 . 2 22 . 5 0
6 7 13 1 L 13 1 18
g 1 5 1 31 11§ 28 9
1 23 1 3 T 2l 25
9 22 7 T 20 21 22 -1
20 -3 13 10 9 13 29 18
11 20 -8 7 25 10 %E 27
12 29 4 11 19 8 -6
13 12 11 5 23 3 . L 40
9 3 -Zﬁ 33 21 31 20
15 6 =12 56 0 . =6 40
16 L 1 3 18 15 33 7
1 3 5 8 2 30 . 1l 13
1 23 16 9 20 10 17 1
19 17 13- 18 30 6 1N 1
20 17 8 0 21 19 21 13
21 U 15 7 -5 46 28 -8
30 1 11 31 1 28 9
31 27 10 0 26 i 17 3
32 9 2 28 11} 21 17
33 -1 16 -4 }9 - 18 2l
¥ % o3 "E 3 3 : o
36 8 7 33 2l L
37 11 5 26 33 12 10 2
38 5 28 9 30 4 9 5
39 20 16 21 -1 30 13 -7
) 12 9 2 26 13 25 10
bl 13 1 =18 47 25 12 15
L2 9 L 21 24 3 26
bs . - 26 16 3 2 27 19 -1
46 -2 5 - 1 43 3 8
hg 9 2 9 10 31 27
i 18 7 -8 30 16 19 13

10.5




~ PR - ~ 3
- ERA

36

The values in the right-hand colu-.n of Table 17 indicate
that most teachers relied almost exclusively upon the '‘seven
scores for each student in assigning marka. Only a few teachers
(1, 2, 8, 10, 12, and 15) assigned marks based upon other -factors
in addition to these scores. This implies that the biographical

data given f'or each student had little impact in the marking.

The column means at the bottom of the table indicate that -
the scores on the last quiz and the six-week teat each accounted

for 20 percent of the variance over all teachers. The 3-week

test, the first quiz, and the homework aversage are next in order of

importance. and the second and third quiz are least important.
These data lillustrate the importance of the variability and inter=-
correlations among scores which enter into a composite. Due to

the way in which tho exercise was constructed, the last quiz has

.the greatest variability of all predictors and also has a high

average correlation with the remaining predictors. Therefore, it
is alrmost. certain to have a heavy impact on any type of average
bot: directly (because of its great variebility) and indirectly
(through its- correlation with the remaining predictors). This --

_offect will tend to manifest itself despite the fact that extra.--

nominal weights are typically assigned to the more major types

of test data. Of course, the varlances and average correlations
of the other predictors play similar roles in determining the
weights they have in the multiple regression. The only thing that

a teacher can do .to control these influences is to convert all .
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scores to a standard score scale (thereby equating variances)

and give the converted scores the nominal weights which are.. .

B i L PP ST IO AP RY QUL S

Judged appropriate. The déta in Table 17 clearly indicate that

§ - teachers do not generally uge.guéh éggveréi-n technigues. - Ag g

' consequence, the last quiz acﬁounts for a disprcoportionate .share

é "of the variance 1p.assignmd.m£rks; e.g. Teachers 2, 15, 33, and l1.

A Conversely, the major six-week test often accounts for 1little of
the variance pecausg cf failures on the pért of tzachers to use

g weighted converted scores, e.g. Teachers 1, 13, 15, 35, and 38.

| The obvious conclusion is that these teachers have little insight

into the significance of differences in the variability of scores

with which they were asked to work. ’

The Marking Exercise data were also used to check the possie
bility that the marking qtagdards employed by teachers represent
generalized habitg ﬁh;ch éfeféﬁhéistent across' a variety of situa-
tions. If such ;é-the'case4 thg average marks assigned on the

-Marking Exercise should corrélaté.ﬁith the average marks assigned
to actual students in class. The correlaticn between mean first
semester mark and mean mark assigned to the hypothetical students
was found to be .05. Therefore, marking standards do not general-
1ze over situations such as these.

Marking Questionnaire Data (Time 1)

The frequency of responses to each item of the Marking
Questionnaire were converted into proportions and these proportions
ere given in Appendix . These proportions are based upon Ll
respondents including the 39 participants, Teacher L, and a

practice teacher at School B. Since these proportions are

WL dat ko, Y LA N T DA ts v
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, f self-explanatory no extensive comment will be made. However,
for purposes of comparison, proportions based upon a previous
' survey of approximately B500 secondary teachers are also provided.
[ In both the original survey and the present study great variation
was found in the responses of teachers to specific questions.
These data suggest the need for greater standardization of prac-
tices in the whole marking process. As pggviougly noted, the
data for Part III of the queptionnairq_age_not gliven becanée no
norms are available for comparison. o _

The remaining portion of the presentation of results is
devoted to data collected after the iq-service.training sessions
had concluded, The first six-week rentka of the,second‘semester
were assigned by teachers during the in-service training and the
second six-week marks were . assigned shortly after the conclusion
of the in-service program. Therefore, if the program had any
impact upon marking practices its Influence should be obvious in
most marks assigned during the second semester. Also, the effects

~ of the program should be manifested in the responses.ﬁo Marking
-..Exeprcise B and the repeat adm;nistration of the Marking Questione
naire late in the second semester. - ‘ |

However, it should be noted that differenceé which are found

. between first and second semester data_qgnggp automatically be
attributed to the in-service program because.no contrql group was
used, It is possible that there are generalized differences in
iae marking practices of teﬁchers during the two semesters of a
course. Only tentative statements are possible concerning the

i
: jmpact of the progran.
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. Second Semester Grade Data ‘
| 1. Marks Assigned for Tests, Quizzes, and Other Work During ;
! | Six-Week Marking Periods
i ' | Table 18 gives the distribution of average marks assigned py
teachers oh daily work, quizzes, and six-week exams during the
second semmster. These data are based upon the records or 31
tearhers fcr whom relatively complete data are available. . The
grand me an mark is consistently lower for both schools and both
types of data when compared with the first semester data in |
Tgble 1l. The variability in six~week test marks is greater in
; School A than.School B whereas the opposite was true in the
f first semester. These differences may be dne to the fact that
the data for the two semesters are not based upon identical groups
of teachers since the completeness and avallability of the record
books varied from one. semester to the next. Under these circum-
; stances, any statements concerning the impact of the in-service
" program'weuld be extremely hazardous.

| The special multiple regression analysis on the data within
% each six-week period was repeated for the same subsample of
teachers used with the first semester data. The results and
;v discussion for both semesters are in Appendi; D.
2. Marks Reported to Parents |
| The me ans and standard deviations of the second semester
marks assigned by each teacher during each period, on the final
exam, and for the total semester are shown in Table 19. Data for ;
five teachers (2, 13, 16, 21,_and 36) were not‘avaiiable._.The §
corresponding individual data for tne first semester are in Table 12.§

No attempt will be made to make comparisons between the two sets

of data for individual teachers.
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Table 18

Distribution of Me

an Class Marks Fop

4

Quizzes, Daily Werk and Six-Week Tests

Second Semester

schooi A

Total

Daily Work Six-Week Daily Work Six-Week

N
O
HowoFniovVione @M oO O N

School B
' Frequencies Frequencies
Mean Daily Work Six-wWeek
Mark & Quizzes Tests & Quizzes ~ Tests & Quizzes Tests
13.0 ‘
12.5 S 3
12.0 3 2
11.5 3 2 5
11.0 9 0 3
10.5 10 0 6
10.0 18 "1 3
9.5 17 3 3 2
9.0 20 2 10 2
8.5 15 h 20 L
8.0 13 "1 1 C
7.0 17 b 12 ' 5
6.5 13 1 5 L
6.0 17 7 8 2
5.5 9 3 9 5
5.0 6 2 5 -3
L.5 5 2 % 2
4.0 0 1 . 5
3.5 2 .2 L i |
3.0 1 0 2 . .
2,0 1l
1.5
1.0
N 190 39 3 37
Mean 8.L 6.9 7.5 6.3
SD 1.8 é.1 2. 1.7
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Sen.
Mark

SD

Exam

Sen.

SD

Table 19
3rd
6 Wks

.. of Reported

Second Semester Marks
6 Wks
SD

Means and Standard Deviations
2nd

6 Wks
SD

1st

N

I.D.
No.

927300151h62185255&569&2562J386821

2222213332223132233213323332223233
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The summary data for each school and the total sample are
presented in Table 20. The comparable first semester sunmary
is in Table 13. - As in the first semester, };he average mérks
assigned at School B are consistently lower than at Schooi_;A.-
and gemester exam marks are lower th . n other marks at Both_.s-chools.
The second semester averages at both schools are consisténtly
lower than the corresponding first semester values. This reflects
the same general:finding previously ncted with respect to data
on quizzes, daily work, and six-week exams. A check was made to
determine whether this difference could be accounted for by the
fact that certain teachers contributed data for only one semester.
The means for marks presented in Tables 13 and 20 were recomputed
using data from only the 16 teachers in School A and the 15 teachers
in School B who had data both semesters. The results are nearly
identical with those in Tables 13 and 20, The decrease in average
marks in the second semester represents a.ctual changes in the
standards of the teachers rather than differences in the samples
used in the two semesters. It is not poss.'sible to state whether
this is a seneral phenomenon or is a resql_t of the in-service
training. The change is, however, consistent with an eni;:hasis
in the program on the need for an adjustment of the average diffi-
culty level of tests and assignments to the average ability in the
group. For most teachers',' this implies making such tasks more
difficult.

The average final marks for the second semester were correlae

ted with average class 2Q for all teachers where both were avall-

e
e
-
2

able (N=32). This correlation is .66 as compared with the .57
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obtained for the first semester marks. This represents an in-
crease of 1l percent in "variance accounted for ", The individual
differences in average second semester narks assigred by teachers
tend to be more closely related to the average ability level of
their students than do the individuel differences in first semester
average marks. - Again, the in-service training program cannot

be tied to this difference in a causal manner but the nature of -
the change is consistent with one of the primary objectives of

the program, viz. to make teacher!s standards more sensitive to
the ability levels of the groups they teach. It should be noted
that the increase in relationship hetween average mnarks and sverage
IQ did not result in an extensive change in the individual diffepr
ences in average marks since the correlation between average marks

for the two semesters (N=31) is .82.

Table 20

Means and Standard Deviations of
Average Reported Marks
Second Semester

1st 2nd 3rd Sen. Sem,
6Wks 6Wks 6 Wks Exam Mark

‘Sehool A M 7.8 706 708 6.8 ’ 7.5 ,
(N--l?) SD 10,4. 105 103 1.8 103' ‘ d
School B M 6.8 6.1 6.8 58 6.

- (N=2117) SD 1.5 1.7 1.3 1.4 1.3
Total M 7.3 6.8 7.3 6.3 7.0
(N=3}) SD 1.5 1.8 1.4 1.6 l.l

The correlations among the reported second semaster marks

and IQ scores were obtained for all teachers with at least 15

atudents having complete data. The correlation matrices for the

p
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2 teachers meeting this criterion are given in Appendix E.
The correlations between IQ and final second semester mark have
veen abstra;ted from these ‘matrices and are summarized in Table 21.
The corresponding summary for the first somester data As in
Table 1}, The average correlation in School B is higher but the
variability from teacher to teacher is less. This is consistent
with the first semester data; However, comparing across semesters,
we find the average correlation in both schools slightly lower
for the second semester. The variegbility in School A increased
and the variability in School B decreased slightly during the
Seaond semester. The change in the average correlation for both
schools combined is so small (.03) that, for practical purposes,
the average correlations for the first and second semesters nay
be considered equal. It is apparent from these data that, regarde-
less of changes on the part of individual teachers, the cver-all
picture 1s one of nc change. The impact of the in-sarvice program
on the average IQ-final mark correlation is therefore negligable.
The multiple regression analysis performed on the first
semester final marks was reﬁeated with second semester marks,
Regression equations were derived for each teacher in the predice
tion of final marks from the three 8ix-week period marks and the
semester exam mark., The results are given in Table 22 in terms
of the final mark variance accounted for by each of the predictors,
The averages for the combined groups indicate that the semester
marks account for almost one-third o6 the varience while the third

slx-week marks acecount for about 28 percent. The first :nd second

period marks each account for 8lightly less then 20 percent of the

orreme - i Y B lani Bl it i oc N Y
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Table 21

Distribution of Correlations of Otis IQ

with Second Semester Marks

r School A ~ School B | Total
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Table 22

Percent of Variance in Second Semester
Marks Accounted for by
Period gnd Semester Exam Marks

Teacher Six-Week Period Samagten Total
Numbey 1 2 3 Exam
1 - 29 % 26 37 ' 96
3 8 1 25 46 97
L 16 16 30 3 96
5 7T 28 25 35 .95
* 6 17 23 13 L6 99
7 i, L by 32 9l
8 12 1 Lo L2 95
9 9 27 38 25 99
10 19 22 19 36 96
11 -5 | 83 o7
12 21 10 1 148 97
1k 11 -8 51 L2 96
15 7 W5 27 19 98
17 12 I 30 32 88
18 21 3 5 28 97
19 2% 29 . 15. 25 98
20 26 17 21 33 97
30 3} 28 1wy 2l 100
31 21 31 17 30 99 -
32 18 2. 20 3L 8
33 10 38 20 19 87 ,
3 18 W 32 35 99 i
3 36 -7 35 25 89 !
37 15 22 25 35 97
38 27 24 1 32 97
39 i3 T 27 51 98
) 23 30 20 26 99
L) 30 11 3 17 9l
L2 34 0 22 33 89
h3 23 39 31 99
L5 10 62 23 99
L6 2 15 12 . 41 90
L7 8 22 20 L7 97
48 33 45 22 -2 98
Mean (A) 16 15 30 36 97
Mean (B) 21 20 26 - 30 33

Mean (Total) 18 17 28 33
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variance. This outcome is very similar to the resuits for the |
first semester (see Table 15), the only difference being that
slightly more variance 18 being predicted by the final exam a
and slightly less is being predicted by the second period marks.
The average total var:lance eccounted for :ls the same_ in’ both
semesters. k

These statements refer to ave.rgge find?lngs and, of course,
changes at the individual teacher level tend to be obscured by
such averages. Significant chenges by individusls (e.g. Teachers
12, 33, and 48) did occdr but it is difﬁcuit to ascertain whether
such changes reflect radically different practices ccnsciously
adopted by the teachers or "chance" differerices in the pattern

of correlations among the six-week period and final exam marks.

ing Exercise (Form B) . .

The second Marking Exercise was administered during the last
three weeks of the second semester. Since the in-service program
had concluded, the materials were left in eath teacher's mailbox
with a request to complete and return the exercises prior to the
end of the semester. This request unfortunately came at a time
when most teachers were dnder great time pressure due to special
end-of-the-year activities and events, fdnal examinations, etc.
Despite two fellow-up requests during the final two weeks of the
term only 23 (15 from School A and 8 from School B) completed
copies of the Marking Exercise vers returned. This, in combination
with differences 1nherent in the two forms, make it virtually im-
possible to make direct comparisons between the data collected on

the two occasions. The distributions of assigned marks for Form B

© e ot g A, Sy Y YA =, T D SR A,
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are presented in Table 23. As with Form A; these data clearly - J
3 g . . . . . %
¥ show that fairly consistent discriminations ara being made betwéen %
; students. However, the Form B intraclass correlation of .69 is .
appreciasbly lower than the .80 obtained for Form A. Thié'diffebénce
‘* ' ma& reflect Sampling error in the two.groups completing the two
: forms or it may be attributed to differences in the two forms
themselves (see Appendix C).
Table 23
- Distribution of Assigned
Marks for Marking Exercise (Form B)
| Student | ' | | -
: Number. F D- D D+ C-  C C+ B- B B+ A- A A+ M _SD
1 1 1 15 2 1 3 : 6.4 1.
2 216 1 1 3 9.4 1.1
1 2 1 216 1 1. 5.7 1.1
5 11 5 6 1 6.9 .9
6 1 1 1 3 1 3 6.4 1.3
7 5 512 1 5.2 1.2
8 1 2 2 1 15 1 1 5.6 1.5
10 - 1 1 216 2 1 8.9 .9 '
.11 . 16 2 L 3.6. 1.3 '
12 3 511 2 1 1 2.8 1.2
13 2 2. 15 3 1 3.1 1.2
1L 1 11 2 3 6 L.0o 1.4
15. - : 2 19 1 1 2.0 .7
j 16 9 2 3 8 1 4.6 1.
i 17 2 15 1 .1 4 3.5 1.%
18 2 1 12 1 2 4 1 3.8 1.
; 19 - L 3.8 171 1 5.0 1.4
| 20 ' 1 21 1 2 3 9.4 1.3
The fact that Form B is "herder" (in the sense that scores
f are systematically reduced on five of the seven classroom perform-
f ance variasbles) 1is clearly reflected in the mesn marks ass:léned i
‘ on Form B. The average mark for every one of the 20 students is ;5
] 3
$ K
E ; m .
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less than. the corrbspandiﬁg'aierage for Fornm A. The grand mean

- for all marks-on Form A ig 7¢3 as compared with 5.9 for Form B.

This finding has one obviovs 1mplication ~= the teachers gave

b

an absolute rather than normative in 1terpretation of the magnitude
of the classroom performance scores. That is, the 0-100 score
scale used in the exercises was treated as if it represents meane
ingful units which could be interpreted without reference to the
performance of the group. The absolute interpretation undoubtedly
represents a carry-over from the system where 93- -100=4, 85-92=B,

etc. The fallacy of absolute intenpretation.of 'S8cores was discussed

‘in the in-service program but this ‘apparantly hed little impact

N upon the teacherts actual behavior. Perhaps this can be partially

explained by ths general absence of numeric data: when the teachers
assibn marks to their own students. Where numeric data are not

emplqyed, it is diffieult for teachers to see the need for using

‘basis descriptive statistics in order to interpret test and quiz

results. The long-term habits established under these conditions
were evidently unaffected by the in-service training,
The multiple regression analysis was repeated on the Form B

data for each teacher. Table 24 shows the percent of variance in

. @ssigned marks attributable to each of the seven classroom scores,

| The average total percent of variance acccunted for is 90% as

opposed to 95% for Form A. The general reduction 1n the scores

may have forced some teachers to rely nore upon tiographical datg
to avoid assignment of marks which they consider unduly low. Hag
the samples been identical for the two forms and had each teacher

employed.the same method on both occasions, we would expect Teble 2l
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to be a rearrangement of the columns in Table 17 corresponding

to the shifting of variables in Form A to construct Form B,
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Table 2l
Percent of Variance in Assigned
Marks Accounted for by the Seven
Sgores in Marking Exercise B

I.D. quiz Number 3We 6 Wk Homework Total

R e L T e { Ty

: No. 1 2 3 4 Test  Test Average
; 1 27 =2 =4 12 7 2l -6 58
i 2 3§ <15 -2 7 21 25 10 8L
6 -5 =11 10 12 il 21 57 - 98
% Y 4 13 -3 -5 ) 39 3b ;23 9%
f 8 11 10 8 2 33 13 11 .. 8
9 32 -6 12 1 13 19 7 91
10 -3 5 50 17 -2 -1 26 92
11 -2 22 =1 1 9 17 50 93
12 11 =5 21 1 26 10 1 88
13 19 8 5 8 0 0 56 96
16 32 «6 12 . 1 13 - 19 7 91
17 10 =10 12 Ly 45 5 21 87
‘ 18 3% w11 6 -5 15 23 2h 86
; 20 1 6 13 5 5 27 9 81
; 21 5 -5 22 L b1 - 21 .10 98
? 30 6 20 18 -2 31 17 L ol
32 61 3 L 6 6 .10 9 Qg
33. -3 - - 2 Lt 38 11 L7 91
3 - 18 11 15 1, 3 10 . 26 97
35 -2 -13 1 2 19 2 L8 57
36 " 39 «8 23 : 7 .. 6 19 - 6 80
o 23 -11 26 13 6 21 21 99
4 - 25 -7 29 ‘12 17 5 .16 97

Meen 17.6 -1.3 11.8 7.3 17.6 - 15.3 . | 20.3 88.6

This expectation is roughly boene out if we look at the
~ column means for the quiz scores. The ordering of the four quizzes
is exdctly what would be predicted fromwthe.regults of Form A, e.g.
the first quiz in Form B accounts for an average 18 percent as
compared with 22 percent (as the fourth quiz) in Form A, etc.

One unexpected outcome 1s that for the second quiz where the

SRR
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3 ; average percent of variance 1s actually negative. This quiz
consistently partials out variance in assigned marks when com-
bined with the other 8ix scores. This is prcbably . related to the
fact that the quiz has é hibu average correiation with the other
six variables but has a small standard deviation. The author can
give no satisfactory explanation offfhe difference between Form A
énd B for this quiz, |

The variance attributable to the test, six-week exam, and
; homework average is also ﬁery similar to what would be expected
even though many teachers gave differertial waighting to.these
scores. The three-week tést accounts for 18 percent (as opposed
to 21 percent as the six-week test in A), the six-week test for -
15 percent (as opposed to"11 as the homework aversge in A), and.
the homework accoqnts for 20 (comparsed with 16 as the three-week
test in 4). The 1neffecciveness of differential weighting of raw
scores is clearly 1llustrated by these data.

The average marks assigned on Form B correlate .25 with
average marks assigned on Form A (N=23) and .01 with average final
maﬁks assigned for the second semester (N=18). There is a wesk
tendency for differences in standards to be consistent on the two
exercises but no consistency between standards on the exercise and
in the classroom. The latter result was also found with Form A.

Marking Questionnaire Data (Time 2) . ' 6/

The aecond,administration of the Marking Questionnaire was
handled in the same way as the administration of Form B of the
Marking Exercise. Due to factors previously mentioned, the percent

of completed questionnaires returned was disappointingly low.
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A total of 28 (17 from School A and 11 from School B) completed
questionnaires were returned and the response frequencies for
each item were convertsd into proportions. These proportions

are given item by item in Appendix B. The high attrition rate
makes it impcssible to draw direct comparisons between the Time 1
and Time 2 data. To facilitate such comparison the Time 1 data
for only the 28 Time 2 respondents were used to compute new

proportions. These data and @ brief discussion of them are

presented in Appendix B.
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] | . . SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS -

The data presentéd in this report were collected to answer

swWo general qﬂoationu First, what is the nature and magnitude

of individual differences among secondary achool teachers with

respect to: B |

o (1) marks assigned on a variety.of levels
(daily work, quizzes, major tests, six-
week and total semester reporting pericds),

(2) marks assigned on a standardized marking
exercise, and ‘

(3) seif-reported marking praétices?
Second, tc what ‘extent are the individual differences mentioned
above amenable to change as a result of participation in a con-
cenﬁrate@ in-service program on marking practices.

The first question is regarded as most crucial to an under-
standing of the merking process whereas the. seqond is most rele-
vant to an assessment .of the eéffects of :lnt;ervention upon this
process. Two limitations of the study restrict the generaliza-~
bility 61‘ the findings: (a) the samp]:e consists of only 38
teachers (one class/tesacher) from two different schools, and
(b) no control group vias employed. The absence of a control group
means that statements concerning the impact of the in-service
training experience are made on the assumption that no consistent
shifts in marking practices occur between the first and second
semestor under "normal" ,c;ircumsi'anc'es .

The major findings are summarized below.

(1) The average marks on quizzes and daily work
are higher than on six-week tests with marks

%
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(2)

(3)

W

(5)

- (6)

-’

on both types of performance somewhat .
lower following the in-service training.
The variability in average marks on
quizzes and daeily work -is greater than
on six-week tests with a slight increase
in variability on both following the

The average marks reported for the six-. .

. week and total semester periods are

substantially higher than average semester -
examination marks both prior to end follow-
ing the in-service progrim. The average
reporting period and semestyr exsm marks are
slightly lower and more varieble following
the progran.

The correlation of averags semester marks

- and average class IQ prior to the progran

is somewhat lower than following the pro-
gram (.57 and .66, respectively). The
correlation of average marks for the two
d*fferent semesters is .82,

The mean correlation between semester maris
and IQ 1s the same before and after the
program (.41 and .38, respectively) with
great variation from class to class on both
occasions. The correlations range from -.10
to .70 before and from'-,15 to .90 after
the training sessions.
- ( ,
Approximately 95 percent of the variance
in semester marks is accounted for by six-
week and semester exsm marks. Semestepr
exam marks account for more variance than -
do six-week marks in most cases. Marks
for the third six-weeks period generally .
account for more variance than do marks for
the first and second periods, These results
were found both before and after the in-
service training. Great variation fronm
teacher to teacher was slso found (see

' Tables 15 and 22).

Substantial Inter-teacher agreement is
found in the marke assigned on a stand-
ardized Marking Exercise. The intraclass
correlation 18 .80 for Form A (prior to
training) and .69 for Form B (following
training). No statement of change 1is
possible since the "pre" and "post"

o
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analyzed in this investigation.

samples were so different. due .to - .
attrition on Form B. However, the
rangs of marks assigned individual
students 1s great on both Forms A
and B (from F to C for the most
extreme student on both forms).

. {(7) The average marks assigned on Form A
are substantially higher than Form. B -

(the laf:ter having lower scores than

the former) and the correlation of
" average marks assigned on the two forms
. of the standard exercise is .25. The :
correlations of these averages with §
_ average marks given in the classroom :

is substantially zero.

(8) The percent of variance in marks ;
assigned on the standard exercises is ;
"gensrally predictable from the known '
characteristics (variances and inter-
correlations) of the scores given in
the exercises. : .
(9) There is great variation in self-.
reported marking practices both before
and after the in-service training.
There 18 no appreciable tendency
towards greater concensus on most
practices foliowing the prograni.
The above statements provide a basis for several general

conclusions about the marking process as it was studied and

Pirst, the standards aemployed by teachers differ from one
type of performance to the next with generally higher standards
u.sed on major tests and examinations than on daily werk anc
quizzes. fhe standards which are employéd appear to be subject
to change althﬁugh the change is not great in the present study.

Second, teachers show some sensitivity to general ablility Z
level within a class in assigning marks. This is manifested in

a moderate positive rélationship between average IQ and averagas

R e
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; ?'é mark: This sensltivity ﬁb betwoen groups ability level appears

to have been in:ressed by the in-gservice progrem.

i Third, despite the sensitivity to class ability level,

; a small part of the variance in marking standérds appoars to
represent'generalized marking habits (average marks assigned
on different standard marking exerciees show & low positive

correlation) yet thiq does not generalize from an artificial

situation to actual classroom.marks,

| Fourth, teachers assign marks largely in terms of absolute

| standards of performance and show little awareness of the relative
: difficulty 1eve} 9pd Giscriminability of the performances upon
vhich they base their marks, Since marks for the third six-weeks
and semester exarn typically have greater variabllity, these carry

N NN ek kA v mm e et

more weight in the determination of semester marks than do marks
for the first and second six-weeks periods.
' Fifth; most teachers apparentiy assign marks according to a
global evaluative Judgmental process which may or may not be
related to objectively measured ability.‘ The correlations anong -
the marks assigned by an individual teacher for different -periods
"and on .the semester exam are uniformly high and yet the correlation /
of marks with 1Q fluctuates radically from teacher to teacher.

(This latter fluctuation can be only partially explained by
differences in class ability levels.) The Judgmental process by
-which marks are assigned is relatively immune to special training.

Finally, there are great individual differences in all

; facets of the marking process. These differences should not be
ignored for they are often as important as the general findings

outlined above.
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Outline and Descriptcion of

Materials Used in the In-Service

Training Program
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Outline of In-Service Training Program

‘- .Introduction -

A+ Testing--First administration of Marking
Questionnaire and distribution of
Marking Exercise A '
B. General discussion of the nature and objectives
of the ineservice program :

Importance of School Marks

A. Necessity for evaluation

B, Uses of marks '

C. Impact of marks upon the student
D. Need to make marks relevant

Measurement end: school marks

A. Definition of measurement
g. Special problems in psychological measurement
« Technical characteristics necessaypy in
measurement o

1. standardization of procedure
2. objectivity in scoring’

3. relisbility

. wvalidity

D. Distinetion between measurement and evaluation
E. Need to base evaluation upon measurement

Approaches to classroom measurenment
A. Types of format

l. free-response items
2. choice itenms

- Be Types of scoring

l. objective
2. B8ubjective

C. Purposes of classroom measurement
l. diasgnosis
2. assessing mastery
3. assessing general achievement

D. General achievement tests and marking
E. Non-test approaches

l. classroom performance measures
2. non-classroom performance
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I% Session V. Describing achievement Scorea“statistically g

! A. Frequency distributions ( construction and ¢

1 shepes) ' : §

'; B. Percentiles and percentile ranks §

- C. Centra) terdency (mean and median) £

: D. Variability (Q and SD) !

; E. Item anairsis techniques :
: " F. 1Item characteristics and test scores ¢ 1

Session VI, Translating measures of achievement into marks

A. Subject matter marks and non-achievement factors "’

‘Be Objectivity and marks :

o Session VII. Different bases for marking

| A. Ability and achievement

B. Selfoimgrovement or growth £

C. The notion of absolute standards

D. Achievement with reference toc others {

Session VIII. General achievement measures and variability i

A. Varlability as an indicator of discrimination

i B. Variability as an index of relative welght ;

when scores are added over tests :

a : The in-service sessions lasted approximately cne hour and

were held in a classroom at each school immedlately following the

dismissal of school for the day. Detailed notes and supplementary

: materials for each session were typed, reproduced, and distributed

; to each participant. Each teacher was alsc given an inexpensive &

i1 notebook cover in which a cumulative recoprd of all the prepared §

3 materials was kept, Approximateiy 75 peges of such nokes were :

given cut during the eight sessions. In addition, all participants ,5,

i wee given a complete Tests and Measurements Kit published by the 2

i

Educational Testing Service. Selected readings on test construce ;

tion and descriptive statistics were assigned in these references §

and discussed during the treining sessions. i
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" The Marking Questiomnaire was administered during the
first in-service se¢ssion and again during the final three weeks
of the second seméster. Table B. 1 shows the percent rosponding
to each option for all questions in Part II fop the 41 teachers
respending on the first administration and 2460 teachers in &

 previous nationel survey by Terwllliger (1966). The latter

teachers are all teachers in the academic areas (Foreign Language,

Lgnguage Arts,.Mathematics, Science, and Socilal Studies) out of

& total of LOOO teachers who responded in the survey. The

survey daté.provides a convenient set of "norms" against which

data from the present study may be compared. f{[tems where the

percents do not sum to 100 were left blank by some teachers.)
There are no;striking differences between the two sets of

data if one considers the possibility of sampling error in the

relatively small sammle in the present study. There 1is great

variability in the response to almost every item in both sets

of data. The only issues on which there is considersable agrée-

ment concern the use of welghting formulas (over 90 percent

don't use formulas) and the consideration given to‘final exams

(most teachiers endorsed "moderate consideration"). There is also

general agreement among the 41 Nashville teachers on consideration

given te work in previous marking periods (71 percent do not

consider previous work at all) and relative consideration given

to each marking period in assigning final marks (80 percent give

equal consideration to all periods) These self-reports are

interesting when compared with the .esults in Tables 15 and 17,
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Table B 1
Percent Responding to

Euch Question on First Administration
and for Comparison Data

Time 1 (N=i41) Comparison (N=§g§0)
dtem A~ B C D o A B C |
5 5

9 W6 29 15 28 38 27 7 o

16 66 29 57 43

2 28 b 31 s | % L5 2 A
13 8 ﬁ% 2h 15 21 W4 25 9
11 7 37 39 15 5 3 19
15 2 22 52 22 6 30 L 15
16 2 27 W9 17 7 50 ¢

17 0. 0 30 68 6 1 22 176
18 5 22 37 3l 5 3 L42 18
19 717 17 7 0 53 27 12 8
20 0 2 93 5§ L 9 63 23
21 17 17 Wy 22 _ 10 37 h3 10
22 15 49 32 5 (22-2l, not included
23 k9 32 17 o (in survey question-
2L 2 10 80 6 (naire

Table B 2 gives comparable item response data for the
28 teachers who answered the questionnaire on both administrations.
The left side of the table gives time 1 data and the right side,
time 2;: In general, the results are highly simil#r on the two
adminiéfiatiwns. The only items suggesting change are those
dealing with homework (less consideration, time 2), term paners,
etc. (more consideration, time 2), and standardi;ed test results
(less consideration, time 2). None of these changes can be
attributed to the program because these issues were not dealt

with directly in the training sessions.
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Item

9
10

11
12
12
1y
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

2

Table B 2

-Percent Responding to Each
Question for Only :Subjects Who Completed

the Questionnaire Tirs 1 and 2 ;
- (N=28) o |
Time 1 . —.Time 2 g :
A B ¢ D © A B ¢ _ D E: D
6 27 18 9 o 50 25 21 HEC « B
L 27 71 25 :
9 9 11 89
27 46 27 0O 28 61 1 o
9 L6 27 9 32 L6 22 0.
9 Lh6 27 9 1 L6 39
0 2 27 Bg L 28 57 11
0 18 65 1 0 21 61 18
0 0 9 83 -0 hL - 18- 78
0 37 27 22 0 43 4 1
73 9 9 0 78 1 8 0
0 0 100 O 0 0 75 25
2t 27 371 -9 7 32 5 1
27 55 18 0 21 5 25 0
S 5 o0 0 82 18. 0 o
0 9 9 0 0 b 96 0
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1.

3.

5.

6.

7.

8.

SAFRING  #STIONNAIRE

Part 1

Identifying Information

Name - e osax_

Highest Degree 4. Total Years Teaching Expericnce

Indicate the general subject area of tue first class which you teach
on Monday mornings.

a. Poreign Language d. Science
b. Language Arts e. Social Studies
c. lathematics £. Other

Give the exact course title in the space below.

Grade leveli(s) of the course —

Number of years you have taught this course
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Part 11

Marking Piractices

The following questions are designed to obtain information about prace-
tices you empioy in assigning marks to students. We specifically want to
know about practices used in the course which you named on the previous
page. Please keep that course in’'mind as you answer the following questions.
Respond by circlinz the letter corresponding to the answer which is most
descripiive for you. (Circle only one answer for each item.)

Vhich of the following best represents the primary basis which you
use in determining the marks of your students?

- a8, absolute achievement _

~ b. achicvement with respect to ability
c¢. achievement with respect to the class
d. self-improvement or growth
e. oicher {please specify)

Do you use some kind of formula to weight the factors (Liomevork,

Y

tests, etc., vhich ycu conscider in assignirg marks?

a. yes
b. no
If yes, please urite the formula.

Do you assign mariks to approx:imcte some predetermined distribution,
e.g., 5% AL's, 15% B's, etc.?

2. yes
b. no
1f so, please describe the distribution you use.

Questinas 12=19 concern consideration you give to varicus factors
in determining marks for each xegular six weeks marking period.

12, Vhat consideration do you give to classrcom behavior (c.g., causing
distractions or converssly being very cooperative) in determining
course marlks?

a. no consideration at ail (0%)
b. minor consideration (1-10%)
c¢. moderate consideracion (11w25%)
d. major consideration (26-99%)




Vhat consideration do you give to unexcused absence and tardiness in
determining merks?

a. no consideration at all (07%)
b. minor consideration (1-10%)
c. moderate consideration (11-25%)
d. major consideration (26-99%)

Uhat consideration do you give to "effort" in assigning marks?

a. no consideration at all (0%)
b. minor consideration (1-10%)
¢. moderate consideration (il-257%)
d. major consideration (26-99%)

What consideration do you give to homework in determining marks?

a. no consideration at all (0%)
b. minor consideration (1-10%)
c. moderate consideration (11-25%)
d. major consideration {%3-9%%)

What consideration do you give quiz (less than 15 minutes) scores in
determining marks?

a. no censideration at all (0%)

: mincr consideration (1-10%)
moderate consideration (11-25%)
major consideration (26-997%)

What consideration do you give to test (up to one class period) scores
in assigning marks?

no consideration at all (07%)
wincr consideraticn (1-10%)
ncderate consideration (11-25%)
major consideration (26-99%)

What consideration de you give to classroom performance (i.e., recita-
tion, voluntary perticipation, etc.) in determining marks?

a. no consideration at ali (0%)
b. minor consideration (1-10%)
c. moderate consideration (1;-25%)
d. major consideration (26-9%%)

What considergiioa do yeu give o work dore in previous marking periods
when assigning marks for a period just endad (e.g., to what extent do
marks givon for the second period represert work done during the first
period)?

8. no consideration at all (0%)

b. minor consideration (3.-30%)

c. moderate consideration {11-25%)
d. major coasideration (26-100%)




Questions 20-24 refer to consideration you give tv factors in deters
mining final semesier marks.

20. Uhat consideration do you give to final examinations (end of semester)
in determining finol marks?

Q. no consideration at all (0%)

b. minor consideration (1-10%)

¢. moderate consideration (11-25%)
d. major consideration (26-1007%)

21, What consideration do you give to other assigned work (term papers,
individual projects, etc.) in determinivg finzl marks?

a. no consideration at all (0%)

b. minor consideration (1-10%)

¢. moderate consideration (11-25%)
d. major consideration (26-1007)

Vhat consideration do you give to "make-up" or "extra-credit" work
voluntarily done by studenis?

a. no coasideration at all (C%)
b. minor consideration (1-10%)

c. moderate consideration (11-25%,
d. major consideration (26~100%)

Vhat consideration do you give to standardized test results (ability
or achievement measures) in detericining final marks?

a. no consideration at all (07%)

b. minor consideration (1-10%)

c. moderzte consideration (11-25%)
d. major consideration {26-100%)

Indicate the relcative consideration which is given to work done in
each marking period when you assign £inal marks.

a. more gonsideration is given to work done in earlier periods
(e.g., first six weeks)

b. more consideration is given to work done in later periods (e.g.,
last sixz weeks)

c. e-ual consideration is given to work done in all merking periods:.

d. cther (specify)




Part II1
Attitudes Concerning Marking
The statements in this section i'eptesent opinions and attitudes about

marks and marking which are often expressed by teachers and students.
You are to indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each
statement by circling one of five alternatives:

SA = strongly agree

A = agyee

U = uncertain

D = disagree

SD = strongly disagree

There are no right or vrons answers. We simply want youxr reaction
to each statement. Please try to give a response to each statement. Do
not onit an item unless you feel that it is impossible to give a meaningful
answer.
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SA

SA

SA

SA
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SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

Sb

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

25.
26.

27.

28,

29.

30.

31.

32,

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Students vho are not concerned about marks are
unrealistic.

The most important factors in deiermining marks
cen only be judged subjectively.

Objective type examinations accurately assess
the more important types of learning.

Marks should be based upon fixed standards which
a teacher maintains irrespective of how students
perfcvm.

School marks represent a system of reward and
punishment vhich does more harm than good.

Y'Social promotion" is more desirable than fail-
ing students with limited ability.

A teacher should not consider other demands on
student time (involvement in athletics, school
organizations, after-school jobs, eic.) when
assigning marls.

Students should not be allowed to do special make-
up excra-credit work ir order to raise their marks.

Students and their parents attach too much
inportance to marks.

YEffort" shouid not be considered in assigning
marks to studeats.

The more important achievements of students can
be measured quantitatively.

More important types of learning can be evaluated
only by subjectively scored (essay) tests.

Marks should be based upon the relative levels of
achievement among students in a class.

Course marks should not be lowered for discipli-
nary xcasons,

A teacher should consider student home environ-
ment (parents income and education, whether
parents are divorced, etc.) when assigning marks.

Assigning marks is one of the most distasteful
aspects of teaching.
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SA

SD
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SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

Sb

Sb

Sb

41,

42,

43,

45,

46.

&7.

49.

30.

51.

52.

33.

Vhat ¢ student learns is more important than the
wmark te makes.

The assignment of marks to students is, at best,
a nec::sary evil.

Differences in the matural ability of students
should be considered in assigning school marks.

A good teacher can tell hov much a student has
learned without giving written tests.

Classroom deportment {causing distractions, etc.)
should be reflected in subject matter marks.

Marks should be assigned to appro:iimate some pre-
determined distribution, e.g., 5% A's, 15% B's,
etc.

Competition among students for good marks is a

‘healthy thing.

The more important outcomes of an education are
reflected by school marks.,

Our schools would not be bekter off if marks
uere abolished.

Marks should be based primarily upon the teacher's
evaluation of student progress or growih.

The contribuvions a student makes in the class-
room through discussion and voluntary participa-
tion should not be considered in assigning marks.

Waen a student fails a subject it is as much a
failure of ihe teacher as the student.

Some students may fail in spite of the quality of
the teaching.

Marks should be based solely upon teacher-made
tests and other written work.
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Appendix C

Marking Exercises
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The two fo .as of the Marking Exercise employed in the
present siudy were designed as vehicles for the investigation

of marking practices under well-controlled and standardizead

conditiona, Every attempt was made to make the exerclses bothn

realistic and interes: ing to the teachers.

Form A wes designe G several years ago and has been used
in other research. The biographical data developed for each
student were designed to give a life-iike, integrated and

consistent description. The clasaroom quiz, test, and hcmework

Scores wers also structured so as to be both realistic and
consistent. The means, stendard deviations, and correlations

among the seven classroom performance scores are given below.

Table C 1 .

- Quiz Number 3wk 6 Wk Homework
- 1 2 3 ) Test Test Average
3 1 .
u 2 053 -aw
1 3 060 02‘-5 hadad
2 l" 051'. 061 062 el
3 wk .30 .36 ° 5 367 L X 1 9
Test
6 wk 059 oh9 061 059 ohl bkl 4
Test
Homework .51 .41 .66 413 55 .38
Average
Mean 38 69.8 89.2 70.0 79.9 6.4
SD 13.4 11.3 3.8 19.0 9.6 6.6
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i Form B was derived from Form A in the following way:

1. names and the wording of the biographical
descriptions were changed but the sex, IQ,
‘ and general piarsonality traits of each
f . student were retained

2. s8light modifications were made in the absence
and tardiness figures ’

3. quiz scores were altered and/or shifted as
below , : -

a. 1lst week quiz scores were shifted
to the 4th week quiz

b. five was subtracted from each 2nd
week qulz score and these scores
were shifted to the 5th week quisz

¢. four was subtracted from each lith
week qulz score and these scores
were shifted to the 2nd week quiz

d. six was subtracted from each Sth
week qulz score and these scores
were shifted to the lst week quiz

4. test, exam and homework average scores were
altered and/or changed as below

a. thres-week test scores were shifted
to the homework average

b. ten was subtracted from each six-
week exam score and these scores were
shifted to the three-week test
¢. eight was subtracted from each homework
averasge and these scores were shifted
to the six-week exam
The alterations involving the quiz, test, six-week exam,
and homework data Systematically reduce the means by the constants
subtracted but, of course, change neither the variances nor the
relationships among the varigbles. Shigting the variables about
simply yiclds a different permutation of variances for specific

quizzes and tests, e.g. the 1st quiz 1s now the variable with
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‘ the greatest varidnce. Therefore, .the means, standard deviations, i
and correlations qiven >for Fom A"also descr:lbo Form B if
'z
appropriate changea 1n maans and variable names are made. :
‘ ‘ |
% ‘ , -
; | e
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Marking Exercise

The attached pages contain brief Liographical descrirtions of twenty
hypothetical students. These descriptions include each student’s name,
an 1.Q. score (in parentheses following name) and selected information
concerning classroom behavior, general academic performance and extra-
curricular activities. Miscellaneous observations are also provided for
most students.

These twenty students have just completed a six-weeks period in a class
together. The final page contains attendance data and quiz, examination
and home work marks for each student. Weekly quizzes were given at the end
of the first, second, fourth und £ifth weeks. A mid-period test was given
at the end of the third week and a comj.rehensive examination was given at
the end of the six-weeks period. The home work mark is an average for all
work during the six weeks period. The marks which have been recorded are
based upon a 0-100 scale.

You are to assign six weeks marks to each student using both a 0-100
scale and a marking system used by your own school. {(For example, if you
assign a student a mark of 94 and 93-100 is the range designated as "A" at
your school, you would alse give the student an "A.")

Mark these students just as you would mark students in your own classes
insofar as this is possible with the information which you have been given.




1. William Allen (120)

Classroom Behavior: Steady performance in subjects which interest

him. Almost no effort expended in less
interesting subjects.

General Academic Performance: Grades range from A's thru C's
and an occasional D.

Extracurricular: Reporter, School Newspaper, Track Team, Glee Club.

Miscellareous: An aggressive personality--"a fighter." A person
of small build who makes up for it in a "big"
attitude.

2, Winifred Boynton (110)

Ciassroom Behavior: Well prepared to participate in class--adds
considerably to class discussion and is
attentive listener as well.

General Academic Performance: A very serious student with a
straight "A" average.

Extracurricular: No outside activities--all effort is expended

in carrying out assignments and doing extra
woik in related subjects.

Miscellaneous: Has few if any friends. An introverted person-
ality. Peers characterize her as an "egghead."

3. Cathryn Brinckerhoff (126)

Classroom Behavior: Strong performer in all classes. Well
motivated. Active class participation. 3

General Academic Performance: Ranks in top 10th of class of l
200 students, '

Extracurricular: Active participator in extracurricula activities.

Editor--Yearbook 3
National Society ;
Class Plays 3
2 NFL

Miscellaneous: Respected by peers but not really well 1liked by

7 many because of a superiority complex. Teachers
3 consider student an asset to their classes. Stu-
j; dent is intelligent, capable; grades come easily.

g e o A AT TSI,




4. Edward Dent (99)

Classroom Behavior: Seems to be interested in the class content and
pacticipates but someching £s keeping this
student from achieving to ais full capacity.

Geuneral Academic Performance: Grades in iow B's and C's.

E

E

Extracurricular: Track Team E
Swimming Team E

Miscellaneous: Good personality, outgoing and liked by everyone.

5. Patricia Fischer (107)

Classroom Behavior: Characterized by a wide variety of interests ]
as well as high motivation toward academic work. £

General Academic Performance: A low "A" student--gome "B's".

Extracurricular: Secretary-Student Council

Queen~Junior-Senior Prom
YWCA Committee
Glee Club

Miscellaneous: A very attractive girl who's "brainy" to boot. Warm ;_
outgoing personality equally liked by students and

teachers. Has ability to conceal intellectual talents
vwhen appropriate.

6. Doris Gulick (111)

Classzoom Behavior: Moderate participation in class; sometimes
appears disintexested,

General Academic Performence: Grades are divided equally among
B's and C's.

Extracurricular: Cheer Leader
, Homecoming Queen
- Dramatics

‘ Miscellaneous: Student is more interested in having a good time than
3 in serious study. Student is very attractive, has j
2 entered several beauty contests. Very popular with E
the student body. Liked by teachers.




7. Elizabeth Henderson (116)

Ciagsroom Behavio:: Is interested enough in work to want to buil

a good achievement record. ‘
General Academic Performance: G@Grades mostly A's and B's. Grades
come easily in some areas but ztudent

puts forth considerable work in
other subjects.

Extracurricular: Glee Cludb
Yearbook Staff

Miscellancous: Has been in and out of school intermittenly during
the past year due to serious iliness. Bas attempted
to keep up with work at home and has done rather
well in this attempt. Has had to curb extracurriculars.

Nancy Jennings (94)

Classrocm Behavior: What is learned ais gained thru classroom

participation. Student is well motivated but

has little time to spend in outside preparation
due to home sgituation,

General Academic Performance: Grades mostly B's with a scattering

of C's. Very little outside study.
Extracurricular: None

Miscellaneous: Mother an invalid--father works nights, Student has
responsibility for care of five brothers and sisters.
School activities also limited due to this factor.

Student is mature for age. Has no close circle of
friends.

9. Richard Kir (92)

Classroum Belizvior: Must work hard for everything he gets but is
sufficiently interested in coatent to put
forth the needed effort. Has very good

organizing ability which helps him to deal
with course content.

General Academic Performance: Strong B student,

Extracurricular: Editor, School Newspaper, Track Team

Miscellaneous: Well liked by peers--a lanky, outgoing person with
a seriouvs side to his personality.
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10. Frederick Lynch (132)

Classroom Behavior: An intelligent but reserved student. Very
little active participation in class discussion
but atteantive to what is taking place. Occasion-
ally will make a good point in class discussioff.

Extracurricular: Baseball Team 1
Track Team
Naticaal Eonor Sociaty

Miscellancous: Quite reserved except within a close circle of friends.

11. 1Irene Mason (93)

Classroom Behavior: Student is more anxious to be heard than to under- ]
stand what 7.8 going on. Has an opiunion on
everything. Does little synthesizing and there
is some question as to how much material has
really sunk in.

General Academic Perf'ggnance: Primarily = B student with some C's.

Extracurricular: Debate Team
Speech Team ;
Student Council ;
Assembly Chairman

Miscellaneous: A rather unattractive girl who hasn'~ learned "silence !
is golden." :

12. Kenneth Michael (104)

Classroom Behavior: Seems to be completely unaware of what is taking ,
place in class. Never adds to class discussion.
Disinterested.

General Academic Performance: Grades mostly C's and D's with an
occasional F. 1s currently repeating 3
this course due to previous failure. =

Extracurricular: None

Miscellaneous: Has been in trouble with school authorities and is
presently on probation. Associates with an older
working group of boys; has been involved in some

incidents with authorities. Comes from broken home.
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- 13. James Nawtton (91)

Classroon Behavior: Distracts from classroom order by carrying on
private conversations with classmates. 1s not
motivated except in rare instances. Then
exhibits a spirit of activity only to fall back
into the old pattern.

General Academic Performance: Orade range, B's and C's.

Extracurricular: Has ability beyond sachievement. Has some interest in
basketball but does not participate actively in any
organization to which ke belongs.

Miscellaneous: Has been in trouble with school &uthorities at times
but is not on probation at the moment.

14. Dennis 0'Connor (101)

Classroom Behavior: A very shy student who never participates in class
discussion. 1Is alert and atteative but never
voices kis own thoughts or opinions.

General Academic Perform.nce: Grades are about evenly distributed
among B's and C's.

Extracurricular: Interested in writing and is a frequent contributor
to the achool literary magazine. Participates in no
team sports or group activities.

Miscellaneous: Student is very conscious of a slight speech defect.

15. David Peterson (128)

Classroom Behavior: Performance even in all classes-well motivated.

General Academic Performance: Straight A average.

Extracurricular: School Debating Team
National Honor Society
llational Forensic League
Contributor, School Literary Magazine
Member, Student Council
Photographer, Yearbook

Miscellaneous: A wmodel student, well liked by teachers and small
circle of friends.
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Edgar Phillips (84)

Classroom Behavior: Tries hard but cannot gain better grasp of class

General Academic Performance: Straight C Average.

Extracurricular:

Miscellaneous:

Paula Ranalle (96)

Classroom Behavior: A moderately motivated student. One wko is more

General Academic Performance; Grades in B's and C's.

Extracurricular: Very gocd in dramatics and quite interested in this

Miscellaneous:

Judy Strang (97)

Classroom Behavior: Student's attention is never concentrated on the

General Academic Performance: Primarily a B student with some C's

Extracucriculiar: Dramatics

Miscellaneous:

material. 1Is eager to add to class discussion
but cannot grasp the central core of ideas and
only repeats what has already been said.

Football Team

Nearly the largest meumber of the class but well liked
by peers. Easy going personality.

interested in social relations with peers than in
a serious study.

area.

Has a good personality and is a non-conformist in a
way--the school *character". Well liked in the school.

moment.

and some A's. Has quite a bit of
native ability and interests are widely
varied.

President, Chemistry Club
Musical Combo

Student Council

Yearbook Staff

Impresses others as being scatterbrained; so many
things going at once. Student is quite small and
always appears busy.




19. Samuel Thorp (104)

Classroom Eehavior: Student makes little impression on anyone.
2i1fficult to say what makes him "tick." 1s

a completely neutral person.

General Academic Performance: Grades range from A's thru C's, mostly B's.

Extracurricular: Participates in no outside activities due te an
after school job.

Miscellaneous: None

20. Jean Tindall (130)

Classroom Behavior: Often makes a cogent point during class discussion.

General Academic Performance: Grades are mostly A's with a scattering
of B's. Is eager to learn and has

ability to synthesize material learned
in different classes.

Extracurrvicular: Dramatics
Future Teachers of America
Cheer Leader
Yearbook Staff
Class Activities

Miscellaneous: Student has a genuine like for people and tries hard
to make friends. Peers sometimes shy away because
they feel keenly this student's native ability to

be much above theirs.
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A special multiple regression analysis was performed on the
data of five teachers selected from each school. The purpose
of this analysis was to determine the relstive welight carcled
by different types of data in the determination of six-wsek
marks. The sixe-week marks for each maiicing period during each
semester were predicted from all other data collected from the
record book for the sixeweek period, The predictors in most
Instances were three quiz or daily work grades, a six-week dally
average grade, and a si#-week"test grade, The results are shown
in Table D 1.

Each row of the table represents a six-week period with
first semester data on the left and second semester on the right,
The percent= of variance accounted for by the three quiz or daily
marks are given in the columns headed "Q 1, Q 2, and Q 3"; the
percent attributable to daily aversage under the column headed
"DA"; and the i:e‘rcent‘- attributable to the six-week test in the
column labeled "6 WM". A dash indicates that a teacher did not
record marks for a specific predictor score.

Where all five predictors are available, the total percent
of variance accounted for is consistently high for most teachers.
This implies that the predictor variables used in most analyses
represent the important factors upon which teachers based their
slx-week marks. Of course, this is to be expected because the
daily average and six-week test are included in the predictor
variables. The exceptions are Teachers 1l (second se.ester),

31 (second semester), and 46 (both semesters). There is no appar-

ent explanation for these low values so it seems approppiate to
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conclude that the six-week marks in these cases are based to a
substantial degree upon subjoctive Jjudgments unrelated to data
“ecorded by the teacher.
Table D 1
Percent of Variance in Six-Weeks

warks Attributable to Quiz, Daily
Average, and Siz-Weeks Test Marks

First Semester Second Semester

I.D. 6 6 !O" Tﬁ:
No. Wks., Q1 Q@ Q3 DA WP tal QL Q2 Q3 DA WT %al
: 1 -1 07 13 32 59 97 6 8 2 48 33 97

I 2 -2 1 9 55 32 o -1 10 13 4 19 65

3 1-4-3 61 2 97 0 O 01100 0 100

1 S 10-2 -- 78 91 =1 1 0 35 64 99

8 2 -4 3 4 31 62 9% 3 0 0 22 74 99

3 0 40 0 = -= 1o © 0 0 0 100 10

1 19 7 16 23 31 % -3=3 7 16- 56 173

1 2 17 7 28 2 Lo 9 6 11-1 62 21 99
3 6 11 -5 34 43 &9 13 -1 1 M0 -= 97

: 1 -%-5 2 98 9 g9 ‘2 8 6 5 22
12 2 -1 §5 0 584y 37 9 5~-5-3 58 W4 99
: 3 4 3-3 69 28 9% 3 1 7 87 -- 98
w3 RliBkY A s
3. 16 7 20-86 37 63 9 8 2 28 33 80

- 1 15 1 8 -- 56 93 1-17 26 37 25 72
3 2 7 6 3 -~ 65 92 . 27 11 -3 75 =34 76
3 L 45 36 -- .- 85 19 34 6 -- 22 81

1 3 21 39 53 98 -1-7-2 59 43 92

32 2 -2 '3 2 857 98 -3-1-2 57 LB 9
- 3 56 18 Z,i- - 76 -2 8 4 85 l-‘- 65

1 0O 0 01100 0 100 0.0 0 0 100 0

39 2 0 0 010 0 X0 0 0 0 -- 100 100
s P HIBEBY %5544
3 73,8715 58 5o «1-8 o= 57147 68
1 0 1 0 34 37 72 11 24 11 -- 3581

hé 2 2 6-1 64 8 69 5 % 10 LO 30 89
3 1 7 45 16 3 72 40 6 «= o= Bl
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One highly unusual ou.come 1s that for the third six-wseks
of the second semester for Teacher 11l. The daily average accounts
for more than 100 percent because it correlates .98 with the
criterion and its beta welght excesds 1.00. Two of the quizzes
have negative beta welights so the total variancs accountaé.fcr is

1ess than 100 percent.

There are several instances whera one predictor accocunts for
all of the variance in six-week marks, viz. third six-weeks'of
second semester for Teachers lf and 8 and all periods except third
sixeweeks of second semester for Teacher 33. The predictor which
correlates perfectly with marks 1s either dally average or the
;six-week test. Therefore, the teacher simply used the daily
sverage (or the six-week test) grade as the grade for the sixe
'wee& period'despite the fact that quiz and six-ﬁeek test grades
"{or quiz and Qaily average grades) were ava;lable. At the other
ext}eme. we find fhat the .narks for the éhird six-weeks of' semes-
ter one‘fqr Teacher 8 and the thir. six-weeks of sem{ster two ;
for Teachér‘39 cannot be acéountéd for to ény'appreciable extent.
Neither daily average nor six-week  test marks had been recorded
and only one of the available quiz marks accourits for any
variance. It is lmpossible to say what the teacher based six-
week marks upon under thesélciééumstances unless it was subjective
Judgment. !

The six-week test and’daily average, when rscorded, accound
for more variance than the quizzes for most teachers. <cowever,
there appears to be no consistqncy in the relative importance of

the quizzes, daily aversge, and test for a given tsacher over
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different six-week perlods. This reflects differences in the

magnitude cf the predictor and eriterion variances and inter-

correlations from one period to the next. Also, since most

SOt AL

teachers reported that they do not use a formula in assigning
marks (see Appendix B) a fair amount of subjective judgment
undoubtedly affects the welghts carried by the various predictors.
The systematic use of simple weighting formulas would tend to
stabilize the relative importance of the predictors and would

also give both the teachers and students a better understanding
of marks.
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TEST-GRADE CORRELATIONS
First Semester

Biology Mean IQ=107

Teacher 1  ¥=2l

Otis

First 6 Wiks.
Second 6 Wks.
Third 6 Wks.
Sem. Ex.
Sem. Mk.

Teacher 2 N=25

ACT caw
Otis 910
Pirst 6 Wks. 669
Second 6 Wks. 733
Third 6 Wks. 723
Sen. Ex. 578
Sem. Mk. 731

Teacher 3 Data not available.

Teacher I}, N=19

Otis

First 6 Wks.
Second 6 Wks.
Third 6 Wks.
Sem. Ex.
Sem. Mk.

@eacher 5 less than 15 studenis with completo data. é

529

American Government Mean IQ=118

2ot

15
543

6130
658
700
852

Spanish II
238 -e-
300 882
036 737
207 815
256 915

859
81
933

658

817
939

- e i

722  Tuh
805 876
Mean IQ=11%
Lo
92, 894

921

929  ---

PPN R S

878 -

928  -ue

Teacher 6 Less than 15 students with complete data.

Teacher 7 H[=22

Otis

FPirst 6 W¥ks.
Second 6 Wks,
Third 6 Wks.
Sen. Ex.
Sem. Mk.

Teacher 8 N=2i English

ACT e
Otis 637
First 6 Wks. 4LO5
Secocnd 6 Wks. 186
Third 6 Wks. 252

e 288

Sem. Ex.
Sen. Mk.

English IiI
%6  =--
109 167
198 615
e 633
389 73

IV
215 -
0% 751
177 790

Mean IQ=12l;
i
683 925
Hean IQ=118
578 =a-
3% 388

887

868
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Teacher 9 N=18
Otis

First 6 Wks.
Second 6 Vks.
Third. 6 Wks.
Sem. Ex.

Sem. Mk.

Teagher 10 N=16
Otis

Pirst 6 Wks.
Second 6 Wks.
Third 6 Wks.

Sem, Ex.

Sem. Mk.

Teacher 11 N=21
Otis

Pirst 6 Wks.
Second 6 Wks.
Third 6 Wks.

Sem. Ex.

Sem. Mk.

Teacher 12 N=26
Otis

First 6 Wks.
Second 6 Wks.
Third 6 Wks.

Sem. Ex.

Sem. Iik.

Teacher 13 N=23
Otis N
First 6 Wks.
Second 6 Wks.
Third 6 Wks.

Sem. Ex.

Sem. Mk.

Teacher 1l =2l

Otis

First 6 Wks.
Second 6 Wke.
Third 6 Wks.
Sem. Ex.

Sem. Mk.

World History Mean IQ=108

o %l
$
631 893
808 803
671 941
Spanish I
304 ---
216 174
2 2
2
234 812

926 =me
815 901
967 973
Mean 1Q=116
8l  ---
781 699
836 874

Biology Mean IQ=116

0 o=
5 %
Sh2 919
4o1r 839
4oy 878

Latin II
523 .-
481 797
638 8y2
67h 654
603 840

Algebra 1
028 =--
018 649
281 1480
039 210
ohly 589

English I
511  ee
622 1786
i o
630 858

86ly - =me
909 853
927 895
Mean IQ=121
I T—
733 82+
922 995
Mean IQ=112
58 oo
8i12 21
Mean IQ=113
o =
952 832

909

765

%5

837

706

856

92

Y RN A R DR

b
ol
i
£
2
~
Lot
i
Pt
S




e e e o

Teacher 15 N=23 Algebra I Mean IQ=12); %

4
TEIRT AL N 3 hm A S AL N

; Otis cen .
' First 6 Wks. . Y0 ee=- {
Second 6 Wks. «219 749 <-a E
Third 6 Wks. - <170 757 830 w--
! Sem. Ex. 067 330 86 649 <
b Sem. Mk, =117 761 . 875 951 762 e

Teacher 16 N=25 Sociology - Mean IQ=116

ACT ——-
Otis 808 ---

| First 6 Wks. 195 L8 - |

: Second 6 Wks. U}56 32 650 --- i

; Third 6 Wks. 32 077 538 753 a--

; Sem, Ex, 521 515 820 645 438  ---
Sem. Mk. 952 437 852 900 784 838 e--

i .
: Teacher 17 'N=26 American History Mean IQ=121 .
; . . ‘ _

L Otis e
; First 6 Wks. <16} -
. Sacond 6 Wks, 082 533 ---
! Third 6 Wks. 153 038 312 ---
j Semo EX. -031 - 162 260 571 a4 )
g Sem. M. =034 091 4ok 767 879 ---

. Teacher 18 Less than 15 students with complete data.

Teacher 19 N=28 Algebra II Mean IQ=112

Otis oo
; First 6 Wks. 171 =ee = '
;% Second 6 Wks. 253 7719 == o
i Third 6 Wks. 158 701 ' 652 e
| Sem. Ex. - 135 633 599 566 -«- :
; Sem. Mk.’ 230 881 866 831 827 <e- ]
: hupead A

Teacher 20 N=23 Biology Mean IQ=108
[ ; otis ~-

; First 6 Wks. 63l <--

; Second 6 Wxs. 532 700 ee-

3 Third 6 Wks. 735 825 789 «ee

: Sem. Ex. - 556 6286 T3 6L6 ewe

Teacher 2) Data not available.‘
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Teacher 30 N=19 Advanced Math Mean Ig=119 ¢
% Otis -——- ' %
First 6 Wks. 085 .-« =
Second 6 Wks., 348 781 .-
Third 6 Wks. 261 782 766 .-
Sem. Mk. 239 89 857 853 923 ..
Teacher 31 N=2) Unifteq Geometry Mean IQ=107
Otis ) --- o
First 6 Wks, 58 ee- . 5
Second 6 Wks. 597 W6 ---
Third 6 Wks. 660 755 841 ... :
semo EX. . N 550 552 636 631'. hadnd 4
Sem. Mk. 626 813 908 9lp 776 ~--
Teacher 32 N=23 Biology Mean IQ=109 ’ 3
Otis .- '
First 6 wks. 528  wee
Second 6 Wks. 563 877 e--
Third 6 Wks. 597 776 881 .
Sem. Ex.. 676 839 829 816 eu-
Sem. Mk. 661 921 946 885 920 -
Toacher 33 Less than 15 students with complete data.
Teacher 3l Less than 15 students with compléte data. °

Teacher 35 N=2)} Biology Mean IQ=10l

¥
Otis : | mew E
First 6 Wks. 611 .- .
Second 6 Wks., 4% 565 <-- . 3
Third 6 Wks. 528 723 755  ee. . §
Sem. Ex. 581 L0B 638 808 .- -
Sem.. Mk, 627 667 833 953 897 o--
Teacher 36 N=30 World Geography Mean IQ=106
Otis - :
Pirst 6 Wks. 588 .a- . g
Second 6 Wks. 502 80 w--
; A %
t on, . - St
* Sem. Mk. 665 823 782 817 861 ... :
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} Teacher 37 N=21 Sociology Mean IQ=105

f Otis . oo ;
: First 6 Wks. 428 -e- g
a Second 6 Wks. 233 -86) ° --- i

Third 6 Wks. 010778 - 781 <e= ‘ :
Sem, Ex. - 367 866 810 oo 3 g
Sem., Mk. . 261 919 885 918 953 e-- ;
Teacher 38 H=1i7 Worid History Hean 1I3=1i05

Otis coa

FPirst 6 Wis. S0l o=

Secend 6 Wiks. 370 519 «e-

Third 6 Wks. 219 665 531 ---

Sem. Ex. 419 766 652 698 ---

SQMQ Mko 352 w9 711 865 911 had g

Teacher 39 K=21 American History Mean IQ=113

Otis coe
First 6 Wks. ' 222 ===
‘ Second 6 Wks. 141 58 e
Third 6 Wks. 137 %7 793 ==
Sem. Ex. 271 U482 716 699 <=
Sem. Mk. . 289 597 853 925 82} «--

Teacher Jj0 N=20 Algebra I Mean IQ=101

Otis . c—e -
First 6 Wks. 579 . ees

Second 6 Wks. £99 742  —--
' Third 6 Wks. 636 768 882 <e- .
j Sem. Ex. 620 729 787 807 ---
é

Sen. Mk. 662 828 933 U8 912 .-a

Teacher 41 Data not available.
k Teacher 42 Data.not available.
j Teacher }}3 . Less than 15 students with complete dats.

Teacher 45 N=21 Spanish.I Mean IQ=1ll7

] Otis cce
; First 6 Wks. 262 w=
S Second 6 Wks. 370 - 770 === .
: Third 6 Wks. . 269 763 900 we-
Sam. &o 325 735 gh-? 'Bhu o wo
Sem, Mk. . 362 840 892 935 93 eee
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Teacher 46 N=25

Otis

First 6 Wks.
Second 6 Wks.
Third 6 Wks.
Sem, Ex.
Sem, Mk.

Teacher 47

Teacher 48 N=22
Otis

First 6 Wks.
Second 6 Wks.
Third 6 Wks,

sem. Exo

Sem. Mk.

English II -Mean I1Q=207

397
- 287

- 322

Latin I

113

796
668

93

915
i
678

623
h22
767

722
898

459  eew
M1 702 <e-

Less than 15 students with complete data.

Mean IQ=112

- e«

768 Y X )
895 ) 871 - ade
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TEST-GRADE CORRELAT IONS

Second Semester

Teacher 1 N=2 Biology Mean IQ=107 .

Otis .
First 6 Wks,
Second 6 Wks.

503 ===

e 771 <=-

97

" Third 6 Wks. 438 829 853 «--
SQm.o Exo 382 661 587 668 Anghuatnd
Sem. Mk. h22 880 791 880 863
Teacher 2 Data not available.

Teacher 3 N=21 ©English I Mean IQ=11l

Otis " eme x |

First 6 Wks. 151 con

Second 6 Wks. 221 " L93 we-

Thi!'d 6 Wks. "051 502 l‘.lb oo

Sem. Ex. 006 559 Lh) 722 we=
Sem. Mk. 066 684 662 829 916
Teacher l} N=19 Spanish II Mean IQ=115

Otis cwe

First 6 Wks. 197 «e-

Second 6 Wks, 171 659 aa.

Thi.!‘d 6 Wks. -m1 595 620 oo e

Sen. Ex. 072 789 621 706 «w-

Sem. Mk. 079 183 774 867 908
Teacher 5 Less than 15 students with complete data.
Teacher 6 Less than 15 students with complete data.
Teacher 7 N=23 English III Mean IQ=12l

Otis cmw

First 6 Wks. 112  «--

Second 6 Wks. 089 73 e--

Third 6 Wks. 172 306 228 «-a

Sem. Ex. 13, 345 352 864 ---

Sem. Mk. 155 57 501 876 888 -ew
Teacher 8 N=2) English IV Mean IQ=118

Otis 637 ew-

Pirgt 6 Wks. 332 097 «-w

Second 6 Wks. L45 197 805 w--

Third 6 Wks. 371 156 709 913 «ee

Sem. Ex. 543 375 352 786 Th6 ee-

Sem. Mk. 457 305 905 925 899 .=
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Teacher 9 N=16 World History Mean IQ=106 .

Otis cow

First 6 Wks. 863 -

Second 6 Wks. 870 893 .--

Third 6 Yka. - 848 925 Y?  aea

Sem. Mk. 675 929 980 966 920 wuw
Teacher 10 less then 15 students with complete data.
Teacher 11 N=20 Biology . Nean IQ=116

otis - % o . .

First 6 Wks. 319  ea-.

Second 6 Wks. . 3718 700 e

Third 6 Wks. 22, 686.. 768 —ee

Sem. Ex. 539 65 802 822 <=

Sem. Mk. 397 711 793 926 938 w.-
Teacher 12 N=26 Latin II Mean IQ=121

Otis —om

Pirst 6 Wks. 522  eee .

Second 6 Wks., 52 . 818 -a-

Third 6 Wks. 163 810 . 753 w--

Sem. Ex. 533 767 809 826 we=

Sem. Mk. 569 879 88 89 Sl -
Teacher 13 Data not avallable.

Teacher 1} N=23 English II Mean IQ=112

Otis Lo —e- .

First 6 Wks. 597  e=e

Second 6 Wks. W7 690 wve

Third 6 Wks. 678 . 585 820 ---

Sem. Ex. 705 682 . 848 709 aee

Sem. Mk. 756 7337 869 907 891 eee
Teacher 15 N=24 'Algebba I Mean IQ=123

Otis. - e

First 6 Wka. 050 w==

Second 6 Wks. 050 928 ~--

Third 6 Wks., -12% 68 Bhl e

Sem. Ex. .08 32 Bllvl 807 oae

Sem. Mk, 911 899  e-.

-029 921 - 972

Teacher 16 Data not available.
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Teacher 17 N=2li' American History Mean IQ=121

Otis -ee

First 6 Wks. 253 wee

Second 6 Wks. 154 471 ee-

Third 6 Wks. 027 223 343 a--

Sem. Ex, <099 566 O45 15} «e-
Sem. Mk. =132 634 503 661 620

Teacher 18 ' Less than 15 students with complete

Teacher 19 N=28 Algebra IT Mean 1Q=113

Otis I '
First 6 Wks. 25l  eee

Second 6 Wks. 166 677  ~e-

Third 6 Wks. ' 271 700 708 bow

Sem. Ex. 249 648 692 516 ea
Sem. Mk. 239 8718 892 805 839

Teacher 20 N=26 Biology Maen IQ=107

Otis cme

First 6 Wks. 595 a.a

Second 6 Wks, 510 750 ---

Third 6 Wks. ‘56 - 676 600 e -
Sem. Ex. 573 807 907 T eoe
Sam. Mk. ‘ 645 890 879 820 Lo

Teacher 21 Data not available.

Teacher 30 =20 Advancod.Mafhf Mean IQ=119

Otis ‘ ane

First 6 Wks. 107 <«e-

Second 6 Wks. 421 754  ewe

Third 6 Wks. 359 664 759 wee

Sem. Ex. 253 595 597 703 ae=
Sen. Mk. _ 306 863 891 890 827

Teacher 31 Less than 15 students with complete

Teacher 32 N=25 Biology Mean 1Q=109

data.

- ™ e
-

data.

Otis - vee

First 6 Wks, W27 ge=-

Second 6 Wks. 319 795 ae-

Third 6 Wks. 326 780 771 <we :
Sem. Ex. 385 679 W6 W1 .-
Sem. Mk. L39 864 913 890 886
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) Teacher 33 Less than 15 students with complete data. .
3 Teacher 3 Less than 15 students with complete data.

Teacher 35 'N=23 Biology Mean IQ=104 |

-
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Otis cme

First 6 Wks. 509 ee- :
Second 6 Wks. 6h2 656 --- ¥
Third 6 Wks. 553 616 953 - _ : ;
Sem. Ex. 627 726 TH9 734 e=-

Sem, Mk, 615 838 808 807 845 e--

Teacher 36 Data not awvailable.

Teacher 37 N=20 Socioclogy Mean 1Q=105

Otis o=

First 6 Wks, 316 o=

Second 6 Wks. 292 99 «e-

Third 6 Wks. 299 77 650 «e-

Sem. Ex. 405 Th1 713 603 <ee

Sem. Mk. 4ot 919 859 845 87h  e--

Teacher 38 N=i8 World History Mean IQ=106

Otis cwe

First 6 Wks. 55 ee-

Second 6 Wks. 495 769 e-a

Third 6 Wks. 577 721 676 <--

Sem. Ex. S73 687 710 Sl  ew-

Teacher 39 N=20 American History Mean IQ=112

Otis caw

First 6 Wks. 165 «a-

Second 6 Wks. 276 772 ee=

Third 6 Wks. 239 882 835 ---

Semo Ex . ms 860 591‘- 679 eoe

Sem. Mk. 158 930 774 858 915 ...

Teacher 40 N=19 Algebra I Mean IQ=101

Otis cem

First 6 Wks. Lh3 aw-a-

Second 6 Wks, 4os 818 ---

Third 6 Wks. 528 864 938 ---

Sem. Ex, 388 890 830 923 eua

Sem. Mik. 502 917 957 979 944 .-
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Teacher 41 Less than IS-sQudgnta with ecomplete data.

* Teacher 4,2 N=18 American History Mean 1Q=108
Otis e
Pirst 6 Wks. 510 we= -
Second 6 Wks. - 375 171 wow
Third 6 Wks., - 369 U457 <013 ee-.
Sem. Ex. e 2l 495 <183 796 won
Sem. Mk. 507 761 080 .820 875 . wee |

Teacher 44j3 Less than 15 students with complete data.

Teacher U5 N=53 Spanish. I Mbén IQ=117
Otis o=

- bommtnee s nabs  n v wereds wee s v s . me

First 6 Wks., 2.  waw :

Second 6 Wks. 267 904 ---

Third 6 Wks. 350 85 877 e--

Senm. Ex. : - 368 811 831 936 <ee . -
Sem, Mk. 3%1 870 899 985 985y ...

Teacher 46 N=22 English II Mean 1Q=108

Otis ‘ L X T

First 6 Wks, 220 e

Second 6 Wks. 221 34} e

gt mom % om
em. Ex. .o c—- .

Sem. Mk. 287 787 586 780 847 e

Teacher 47 ILess than 15 students with complete data.

Teacher 48 N=23 Latin T Mean I3=112

Otis cew

First 6 Wks. 70 ew=

Second 6 Wks. 76 908 ---

Third 6 Wks. 515 856 820 «--

Sem. Ex. L73 865 824 870 e=-

Sem. Mk. 559 956 956 899 868 wew
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